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lfi  CONTRACTS.  Concurred  in  the  House\amenddient  to  S.  24,  to  provide  for  court 

review  of  Government  contracts  (pp»v$13~4)  •  This  bill  will  now  be  sent  to  the 
President . 

2.  PRICE  SUPPORTS.  Sen.  horse  inserted  a  suatement  by  F.  ¥.  feather ford  opposing 
flexible  price  supports  (pp.  5435-6)* 

o  FOREIGN  TRADE.  Sen.  Ifelone  spoke  in  favor  ofxprotective  tariffs,  etc.  (pp. 
5429-31)o 

4o  ST.  LAVilRENCE  SEAWAY.  Sen.  Wiley  spoke  in  favor  of \ his  project  (p.  5421), 

5.  RECESSED  until  I  on..  Way  3  (p.  5436 )  *  The  bill  to  amend  the  Taft-Hartley  law  was 
made  the  unf  ini  she  (^/business  (p.  5433)® 

HOUSE 

6,  DEFENSE  APPROPRIATION  BILL,  1955.  Passed  with  amendments  thisNd.ll,  H.  R.  8873 

(pp.  5438-79).  An  amendment  by  Rep,  Roosevelt,  to  increase  theMaily  milk  ration 
to  1  quart  and  to  have  the  extra  amount  paid  for  from  CCC  funds,  \as  ruled  out 
of  order  (pp.  5446-7), 


7.  ST.  LAWRENCE  SEAWAY.  The  Rules  Committee  reoorted  a  resolution  for  consideration 
of  2150,  to  authorize  this  project  (p0  5494)* 


8.  INTERGOVERNMENTAL  RELATIONS.  Rep.  Goodwin  was  appointed  to  the  Committee  on 
/intergovernmental  Relations  (p.  5437). 


9.-  CONTAINERS.  The  Interstate  and  Foreign  Commerce  Committee  was  authorized  to. 
^report  today  (during  adjournment )  Ho  R®  8357,  to  amend  the  Standard  Container 
:t  so  as  to  provide  for  a  3/8  bushel  basket  (p0  5434) » 


10o  DAIRY  SURPLUS.  Rep<>  Marshall  inserted  USDA  press  releases  on  plans  tp  use  some 
of  the  dried-milk  surpluses  for  livestock  feed,  and  he  objected  to.this  plan 
(ppo  >434-5 )  o  ,i 


lle  AD  JO  URNEDvanti  1  '  om ,  Hay  3  (p»  5494)®  Rep,  Halleck  announced  that  the  Consent 
Calendar  V/ill  be  considered  Mono,  the  Private  Calendar  on  Tjjes0,  and  that 
debate  on  the  St*  Laurence  -seaway  is  .to  begin  Y.redc  (p.  54S(  ' 
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12  o  SURPLUS  COMMODITIES.  S.  3377,  by  Sen,,  Thye,  to  provide  for  the  effective  distri 
bution  through  voluntary  agencies  of  surplus  agricultural  commodities  abroad  to 

. needy  persons;  to  Agriculture  and  Forestry  Committee  (pp«  5406—7)®  Remarks  of 

author  (pp.  5407-9) 


13 o  FLAT'1' ABLE  FABRICS 5.  3379,  by  Sen®  Purtell,  to  amend  the  Flammable  Fabrics  A\ 
so  as  to  exempt  fabrics  and  wearing  apparel  which  are  not  highly  flammable $  to 
Interstate  ard  Foreign  Commerce  Committee  (p.  5407).  Remarks  of  author  (pp» 
5409-13 ) « 


14o  PERSONNEL*  Ha  R«  8947,  by  Rep*  Ihroyhill,  to  amend  the  Civil  Service  Retirement 
Act;  to  Post  Office  and  Civil  Seryice/Committee  (p0  5494)® 

H.  R*  8950,  by  Rep,  Scott,  to  extend  the  Classification  Act  to  additional 
positions;  to  Post  Office  and  Civil\Service  Committee  (p.  5494)® 


15 «  SURPLUS  COMMODITIES.  H0  R*  8952/ by  Rep.  Roosevelt,  to  authorize  the  transfer 
of  funds  available  to  CCC  so  to  increase  the  ration  of  whole  fluid  milk  for 


the  armed  services  and  for  sgnool  lunched;  to  Agriculture  Committee  (p®  5494)* 


l6 «  SURPLUS  PROPERTY.  H«  R®  8953,  by  Rep*  /ampler,  to  permit  volunteer  fire  depart¬ 
ments  and  rescue  squads  /to  receive  property  surplus  to  the  needs  of  the  Federal 
Government;  to  Government  Operations  Committee  \(p0  5494)=  #v9 
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/J.TTEE  HEARINGS  RELEASED  FAGP0 


17*  HOUSING,  S.  2889/  S®  2938,  and  S«  2949,  proposed  Housing  Act  of  1954=  S»  Bank¬ 
ing  and  Currency  Committee. 


18e  RECLAMATION.  ///  R*  4443,  H*  R*  4449,  and  H.  R®  44^3,  Colorado  River  Storage 


Project.  H.  Interior  and  Insular  Affairs  Committee 0 
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19  o  rRICE  SUPPORTS.  Sen.  Kefauver  inserted  E.  G.  Shinrer’s  article 'favoring  price 
supports  for  small  farmers  only  (pp.  A3 109-10).  \ 

/  Sen.  Thye  inserted  an  article  by  A.  D.  Stedman  opposing  the  reduction  in 
dairy  supports  (p.,  A3H6)*  \ 

Rep.  natters  on  inserted  a  report  on  the  Conn.  College  of  AgricuSt-ure  con— 


- 


/ 


ference  on  agricultural  policy,  analyzing  price-support  problems,  (pp.A3117— 8) , 
Kep.  King,  Pa®,  inserted  a  Christian  Science  Monitor  article  f avoiding 


flexible  price  supports  (p,  A3125), 


20.  FERTILIZER.  Rep.  Hays,  Ohio,  inserted  an  Ohio  Farm  Bureau  News  article  favoRLnf 
the  Hells  Canyon  project  in  order  to  get  cheap  power  to  develop  the  phosphate 
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IN  THE  SENATE  OF  THE  UNITED  STATES 

April  29  (legislative  day,  April  14),  1954 

M  •.  Puktell  introduced  the  following  bill;  which  was  read  twice  and  referred 
to  the  Committee  on  Interstate  and  Foreign  Commerce 


A  BILL 


To  amend  the  Flammable  Fabrics  Act,  so  as  to  exempt  from  its 
application  fabrics  and  wearing  apparel  which  are  not  highly 
flammable. 

1  Be  it  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  House  of  B epresenta- 

2  tives  of  the  United  States  of  America  in  Congress  assembled , 

3  That  the  Flammable  Fabrics  xVct  (67  Stat.  Ill ;  15  U.  S.  0. 

4  secs.  1191-1200)  is  amended  as  follows : 

5  (1)  In  section  2  (d)  after  the  comma  following :  “hats, 

6  gloves”  insert  “scarfs  made  of  plain  surface  fabrics”;  and 

7  (2)  after  subsection  (b)  of  section  4  insert  the  following: 

8  “(c)  Notwithstanding  the  provisions  of  Commercial 

9  Standard  191-53,  setting  forth  the  conditions  under  which 
10  samples  of  fabrics  and  articles  of  wearing  apparel  are  to  be 


I 


2 


1  tested,  the  tests  shall  he  made  upon  samples  which  after 

2  having  been  previously  dried  are  conditioned  to  equilibrium 

3  in  the  standard  textile  testing  atmosphere  of  65  per  centum 

4  relative  humidity  and  seventy  degrees  Fahrenheit.” 
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£e  the  chances  that  low  prices  and  high 
will  drive  the  farmers  away  from  the 
and  into  Industry,  and  In  that  way 
.  pur  surplus  farm  production  machine. 
There  is,  in  my  opinion,  not  a  chance  in 
the  world,  for  by  far  the  biggest  and  most 
persistent  surplus  our  farms  produce  is  their 
surplus  of  'prospective  farmers,  in  the  form 
of  farm-reared  boys  who  would  like  to  farm 
as  a  lifeworkNput  who  cannot  find  an  avail¬ 
able  farm. 

It  probably  ta^es  about  150,000  to  200,000 
new  farmers  eacil  year  for  replacement  of 
those  who  die  or  retire. 

We  have  supplied  , this  replacement,  and 
an  average  surplus  of  250,000  additional  farm 
boys  that  had  to  go  to  the  city  each  year,  for 
the  past  3  decades. 

There  seems  to  be  no  slackening  or  end  to 
this  surplus  of  boys  coming  from  our  farms, 
so  there  is  no  chance  whatever  that  our  farms 
will  be  unmanned  in  future  years  due  to  too 
few  boys  who  know  farming  &n\  who  want 
to  farm. 

This  unchanging  amount  of  land  used,  this 
fixed  amount  of  power  and  labor,  this  never- 
ending  supply  of  new  farmers,  is  still  not  the 
end  of  the  story  of  the  inevitability  of  our 
surplus  farm  output. 

The  Department  of  Agriculture  made 
elaborate  and  careful  study  in  1952  of  our 
agriculture’s  capacity  to  produce. 

They  came  up  with  the  astounding  con¬ 
clusion  that  if  farmers  applied  alf  the 
known  and  readily  available  “know-how” 
the  output  of  the  four  feed  crops  (corn,  bar¬ 
ley,  oats  and  sorghums)  could  be  increased 
57  percent  more  than  the  1950  production 
on  the  same  amount  of  land;  that  cotton 
output  could  be  upped  76  percent;  peanuts 
by  83  percent;  wheat  40  percent;  tame  hay 
56  percent;  soy  beans  41  percent;  and,  re¬ 
markable  though  it  may  seem,  pastures  by 
97  percent. 

Food  livestock  production  per  unit  of  live¬ 
stock  has  possible  increases  fully  commen¬ 
surate  with  those  of  crops,  the  report  con¬ 
cludes. 

PRODUCTIVITY  TO  REMAIN  HIGH 

From  these  facts  on  the  nature  of  the  farm 
business,  it  is  clear  that,  other  than  setbacks 
from  drought  years,  it  is  more  difficult  if 
not  impossible  to  reverse  the  upward  move¬ 
ment  of  increased  productivity  of  American 
farms  at  the  present  state  of  our  develop¬ 
ment. 

Acreage  controls,  diversion  of  land  to 
planting  of  legumes  for  soil  building,  and 
other  means  will  help  maintain  a  balance, 
but  basically  we  must  anticipate  that  sur¬ 
pluses  will  occur. 

Because  of  our  own  and  world  needs/ our 
agricultural  machine  has  been  gearecr  to  a 
high  level  of  productivity. 

Obviously  this  acceleration  caiySot  con 
tinue  forever,  but  rash,  indeed,  would  be  the 
farm  economist  who  would  predict  where  the 
increased  productivity  of  our  American  farms 
will  level  off,  especially  with  research  paying 
such  good  returns  and  with  expanded  re¬ 
search  and  extension  being  heartily  endorsed 
and  vigorously  advocated  by  nearly  everyone. 

In  our  acreage  control  efforts  during  the 
last  2  decades  we  have  never  reduced  our 
total  crop  acreage  any — but  merely  shifted 
it  from  one  surplus  producing  crop  to  others. 

We  are  trying  to' avoid  that  by  encouraging 
shifts  to  soil-building  rather  than  market¬ 
able  crops 

The  high  ,fixed  cost  nature  of  the  farm 
business  and  the  uncertainties  and  hazards 
of  farming  make  the  effort  for  full  produc¬ 
tion  not  only  logical  but  necessary. 

Hence  we  must  realize  that  this  great  con¬ 
tinued  abundance  of  our  food  and  fiber- 
this/ 'even,  full  flow  from  our  farms  of  the 
moans  of  high  standards  of  living — is  one  of 
le  greatest  factors  of  our  Nation’s  great- 
iess  and  of  its  leadership  in  the  world. 

We  must  look  upon  it  as  one  of  God’s  rich¬ 
est  endowments  to  our  Nation. 


Let  us  not  for  once  look  upon  it  as  a  curse, 
but  as  one  of  the  greatest  blessings  sent  to 
a  troubled,  hungry  world. 

It  is  one  of  the  most  powerful  weapons  of 
peace  ever  given  to  a  nation. 

Let  us  use  it  as  such  to  help  feed  hungry 
people,  to  help  them  gain  strength  so  they 
can  themselves  become  more  productive;  j 
and  finally  let  us  use  it  as  a  far  more  potent 
destroyer  of  communism  than  is  the  hydro¬ 
gen  bomb. 

Communism  has  no  greater  ally  than 
hunger;  democracy  and  freedom  no  greater 
ally  than  a  well-nourished  people. 

The  bill  which  I  have  introduced  is  aimed 
solely  at  using  part  of  our  farm  surplus  to  ; 
help  us  as  a  nation  attain  these  ends. 

It,  as  stated  previously,  provides  for  dis-  i 
tribution  through  nonprofit  voluntary  agen¬ 
cies. 

WOULD  BUILD  GOODWILL 

One  of  the  most  important  results  of  dis¬ 
tributing  our  unmarketable  surpluses 
through  nonprofit  voluntary  agencies  is  the 
goodwill  that  results  in  aid  distributed  un¬ 
der  the  name  of  the  United  States  but  by 
private  agencies  to  needy  persons  in  a  coun-i 
try.  / 

Person  to  person  help,  always  marked  as 
coming  as  assistance  from  the  United  States, 
rather  than  the  over-all  nation  to  nation 
ssistance,  avoids  the  natural  skepticism 
one  nation  has  for  another  when  such 
mutual  aid  efforts  are  undertaker!  through 
national  channels. 

Dollar  for  dollar  such 
doubt  be  extended  at  far 
United  States  through 
agencies,  ah  is  provided 


;an  without 
lq4s  cost  to  the 
tary  nonprofit 
bill  I  have 
througjf direct  governmen- 


introduced, 
tal  distributl 

This  type  of ''aid  al§o  assures  that  the  aid 
is  given  solely  to  the  needy  and  does  not 
get  into  speculative'  channels  as  is  often  the 
case  in  government'-to  government  distribu¬ 
tion. 

OPEN  NEW,  FIELDS 

The  provisions  of  this\bill,  I  am  certain, 
will  open  up  a  vast  new  field  of  use  and  dis¬ 
tribution, Of  our  surpluses  tiff t  cannot  other¬ 
wise  be„vdisposed  of. 

It  will  yield  great  future  rewards  in  good¬ 
will,,-  and  rewards  for  our  cmintry  in  ex¬ 
panded  markets. 

Ct  will  result  in  increased  productivity  of 
friendly  countries  and  consequent  increased 
future  profitable  commercial  intercourse  be-' 


tween  them  and  us. 

To  summarize,  I  believe  that  a  servical 
use  of  some  of  our  current  and  future  u: 
marketable  surpluses  is  highly  important 
a  means  of  avoiding  the  spread  of  an  aggres¬ 
sive  communism. 

If  these  surpluses  are  allowed  to  waste, 
or  are  dumped  onto  the  world  markets  to, 
break  normal  markets,  great  discredit  and 
ill  will  to  us  will  be  the  result. 

On  the  other  hand,  if  these  surpluses  are 
used  to  relieve  hunger,  to  increase  produc¬ 
tivity  and  trade,  and  to  establish  new  future 
demands  without  interfering  with  normal 
private  trade,  we  can  reap  rich  harvests  of 
good  will,  of  reduced  costs  of  checking  ag¬ 
gression,  and  of  increased  profitable  future 
trade  with  friendly  nations. 

aKSsss 
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AMENDMENT  OF  FLAMMABLE  FAB¬ 
RICS  ACT,  RELATING  TO  EXEMP¬ 
TION  OF  CERTAIN  FABRICS  AND 
WEARING  APPAREL 

Mr.  PURTELL.  Mr.  President,  I  in¬ 
troduce  for  appropriate  reference  a  bill 
to  amend  the  Flammable  Fabrics  Act, 
which  I  have  prepared. 

The  bill  would  add  scarfs  made  of 
plain  surface  fabrics  to  the  other  articles 


which  are  already  exempted  by  present 
law,  pamely  hats,  gloves  and  footwear. 

_  The  bill  would  also  change  the  condi¬ 
tions  under  which  the  present  flam¬ 
mability  tests  are  conducted.  At  pres¬ 
ent,  samples  are  made  bone-dry  before 
they  are  tested  under  commercial 
standard  191-53.  This  bill  would  re¬ 
quire  samples  to  be  tested  under  the  nor¬ 
mal  conditions  under  which  articles  of 
clothing  are  generally  worn,  namely  in 
room  temperature  with  average  humid¬ 
ity. 

The  Senate  and  House  committee  re¬ 
ports  indicate  that  the  purpose  of  the 
Flammable  Fabrics  Act  was  to  protect 
the  public  from  the  danger  surrounding 
the  use  in  wearing  apparel  of  highly 
flammable  textiles  of  the  types  which 
had  caused  either  bodily  injury  or  death 
to  numerous  individuals.  The  bill  was 
aimed  at  dangerous  articles  of  wearing 
apparel,  such  as  highly  flammable  chil¬ 
dren’s  cowboy  playsuits,  torch  sweaters 
or  jackets,  and  the  like.  The  major  haz¬ 
ards  arose  from  certain  cotton  or  rayon 
fabrics  having  fuzzy  or  furlike  surfaces 
which  flash  and  burn  with  exceeding 
rapidity. 

The  Senate  and  House  committees 
were  faced  with  the  major  problem  of 
discriminating  between  the  conventional 
fabrics  that  present  moderate  and  gen¬ 
erally  recognized  hazards  and  the  special 
types  of  fabrics  which  present  unusual 
hazards  and  are  highly  dangerous.  The 
committees  followed  the  advice  of  in¬ 
dustry  spokesmen  and  experts  and  in¬ 
corporated  into  the  law  commercial 
standard  191-53.  Now,  less  than  10 
months  after  the  law  is  passed,  the  in¬ 
dustry  calls  to  our  attention  the  fact 
that  a  large  percentage  of  silk,  organdie, 
batiste,  veils,  nettings,  and  so  forth,  have 
been  unexpectedly  banned  by  that  com¬ 
mercial  standard,  notwithstanding  the 
fact  that  they  are  made  of  conventional 
fabrics  with  a  good  record  for  safety 
down  through  the  years.  The  possibility 
that  these  conventional  fabrics  might  be 
banned  under  the  standards  of  the  law 
was  never  even  broached  in  the  hearings 
and  it  is  quite  likely  that  closer  scrutiny 
would  have  been  given  to  commercial 
standard  191-53,  if  this  had  been  called 
to  the  attention  of  the  committees.  That 
is  the  reason  why  it  is  necessary  to  con¬ 
sider  amending  the  law  within  1  year 
after  it  has  passed  and  about  2  months 
before  it  goes  into  effect. 

Although  the  legislative  history  makes 
clear  that  scarfs  of  some  kinds  at  least 
were  included  within  the  terms  of  the 
act,  industry  experts  point  out  that  the 
only  ones  which  present  unusual  hazards 
and  are  highly  dangerous  are  the  ones 
which  are  not  made  of  plain  surface  fab¬ 
rics.  Furthermore,  there  is  no  indication 
that  scarfs  have  been  made  of  cotton  or 
rayon  fabrics  having  fuzzy  or  furlike 
surfaces  which  flash  and  burn  with  ex¬ 
ceeding  rapidity,  but  if  they  were,  they 
would  still  come  under  the  testing  pro¬ 
cedures  of  the  act  under  my  bill.  Hand¬ 
kerchiefs  and  scarfs  are  used  primarily 
as  accessories  and  not  as  regular  cloth¬ 
ing.  A  handkerchief  can  easily  and 
quickly  be  discarded  or  dropped  if  it 
burns  rapidly.  The  same  observation 
applies  to  scarfs,  except  that  they  may 
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take  a  little  more  time  to  remove.  How¬ 
ever,  if  scarfs  are  made  of  plain  surface 
fabrics  according  to  industry  experts,  the 
burning  time  is  slow  enough  to  allow  the 
person  to  discard  them. 

The  other  amendment  added  by 
my  bill  is  a  change  in  the  conditions 
under  which  the  present  flammability 
tests  are  conducted.  I  have  already 
pointed  out  that  we  are  surprised  that 
certain  conventional  fabrics,  such  as  or¬ 
gandie,  batiste,  veils,  nettings,  and  so 
forth,  with  a  long  record  of  safety  per¬ 
formance  are  now  banned  by  the  pres¬ 
ent  tests.  Industry  representatives  and 
experts  point  out  that  the  reason  is  that 
sample  are  not  tested  under  the  condi¬ 
tions  existing  where  those  materials  are 
generally  worn.  At  present,  samples  are 
tested  bone  dry.  My  bill  would  require 
samples  to  be  tested  under  the  normal 
conditions  under  which  articles  of  cloth¬ 
ing  are  generally  worn,  namely,  in  room 
temperature  with  average  humidity. 
Experts  have  advised  me  that  when  so 
tested,  conventional  fabrics  such  as  or¬ 
gandies,  batistes,  veils,  nettings,  and  so 
forth,  will  pass  the  test  although  silk 
would  not  be  materially  helped  by  this 
change.  I  believe  this  result  will  be  more 
in  keeping  with  the  professed  purposes 
of  the  Flammable  Fabrics  Act. 

I  intend  to  send  this  bill  to  the  Federal 
Trade  Commission  and  to  the  Depart¬ 
ment  of  Commerce  by  special  messenger 
for  a  quick  appraisal  of  its  merits  and 
I  will  welcome  any  recommendation  on 
their  part  for  improvement  of  the  bill. 
As  soon  as  I  obtain  their  views,  I  intend 
to  call  a  meeting  of  the  subcommittee  to 
consider  this  urgent  problem.  This  may 
take  place  early  next  week. 

I  ask  unanimous  consent  to  have  two 
statements  prepared  by  me  and  two  let¬ 
ters  relating  to  the  bill  printed  in  the 
Record. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  bill 
will  be  received  and  appropriately  re¬ 
ferred;  and,  without  objection,  the  state¬ 
ments  and  letters  will  be  printed  in  the 
Record. 

The  bill  (S.  3379)  to  amend  the  Flam¬ 
mable  Fabrics  Act,  so  as  to  exempt  from 
its  application  fabrics  and  wearing  ap¬ 
parel  which  are  not  highly  flammable, 
introduced  by  Mr.  Purtell,  was  received, 
read  twice  by  its  title,  and  referred  to 
the  Committee  on  Interstate  and  For¬ 
eign  Commerce. 

The  statements  and  letters  presented 
by  Mr.  Purtell  are  as  follows : 

Exemption  From  Flammable  Fabrics  Act  op 

Fabrics  and  Wearing  Apparel  Not  Highly 

Flammable 

Senator  William  A.  Purtell,  Republican, 
of  Connecticut,  chairman  of  the  Subcom¬ 
mittee  on  Business  and  Consumer  Interests, 
introduced  in  the  Senate  today  a  bill  which 
would  amend  the  Flammable  Fabrics  Act 
(Public  Law  88,  83d  Cong.),  so  as  to  exempt 
from  its  application  fabrics  and  articles  of 
wearing  apparel  which  are  not  highly  flam¬ 
mable.  The  Flammable  Fabrics  Act  was  ap¬ 
proved  in  the  1st  session  of  the  present 
Congress,  on  June  30,  1953.  By  its  terms, 
the  act  becomes  effective  on  June  30,  1954. 

Senator  Purtell’s  bill  would  add  scarfs 
made  of  plain-surface  fabrics  to  the  other 
articles  which  are  already  exempted  by  pres¬ 
ent  law,  namely  hats,  gloves,  and  footwear. 

The  bill  would  also  change  the  conditions 
under  which  the  present  flammability  tests 
are  conducted.  At  present,  samples  are  made 


bone-dry  before  they  are  tested  under  com¬ 
mercial  standard  191-53.  Senator  Purtell’s 
bill  would  require  samples  to  be  tested  under 
the  normal  conditions  under  which  articles 
of  clothing  are  generally  worn,  namely  in 
room  temperature  with  average  humidity. 

NEED  FOR  LEGISLATION 

Senator  Purtell  explained  the  need  for 
the  legislation,  as  follows: 

“The  Senate  and  House  committee  reports 
indicate  that  the  purpose  of  the  Flammable 
Fabrics  Act  was  ‘to  protect  the  public  from 
the  danger  surrounding  the  use  in  wearing 
apparel  of  highly  flammable  textiles  of  the 
types  which  had  caused  either  bodily  injury 
or  death  to  numerous  individuals.'  The  bill 
was  aimed  at  dangerous  articles  of  wearing 
apparel,  such  as  highl  flammable  children’s 
cowboy  playsuits,  torch  sweaters  or  jackets, 
and  the  like.  The  major  hazards  arose  from 
certain  cotton  or  rayon  fabrics  having  fuzzy 
or  furlike  surfaces  which  flash  and  burn  with 
exceeding  rapidity. 

“The  Senate  and  House  committees  were 
faced  with  the  major  problem  of  discrim¬ 
inating  between  the  conventional  fabrics 
that  present  moderate  and  generally  recog¬ 
nized  hazards  and  the  special  types  of  fab¬ 
rics  which  present  unusual  hazards  and  are 
highly  dangerous.  The  committees  followed 
the  advice  of  industry  spokesmen  and  ex¬ 
perts  and  incorporated  into  the  law  commer¬ 
cial  standard  191-53.  Now,  less  than  10 
months  after  the  law  is  passed,  the  industry 
calls  to  our  attention  the  fact  that  a  large 
percenage  of  silk,  organdie,  batiste,  veils,  net¬ 
tings,  etc.,  have  been  unexpectedly  banned 
by  that  commercial  standard,  notwithstand¬ 
ing  the  fact  that  they  are  made  of  conven¬ 
tional  fabrics  with  a  good  record  for  safety 
down  through  the  years.  The  possibility 
that  these  conventional  fabrics  might  be 
banned  under  the  standards  of  the  law  was 
never  even  broached  in  the  hearings  and 
it  is  quite  likely  that  closer  scrutiny  would 
have  been  given  to  commercial  standard 
191-53,  if  this  had  been  called  to  the  atten¬ 
tion  of  tbe  committees.  That  is  the  reason 
why  it  is  necessary  to  consider  amending  the 
law  within  1  year  after  it  was  passed  and 
about  2  months  before  it  goes  into  effect.” 

REASON  FOR  PARTICULAR  LEGISLATIVE  APPROACH 

“At  the  request  of  the  subcommittee,  coun¬ 
sel  was  asked  to  explore  the  possibility  of 
an.  administrative  solution  to  the  problem. 
Counsel  has  advised  me  that  the  standards 
laid  down  in  the  act  are  so  clear  and  strin¬ 
gent  that  possible  administrative  relief  is 
inadequate.  For  instance,  the  Federal  Trade 
Commission  has  been  asked  by  members  of 
the  industry  to  rule  that  scarfs  and  handker¬ 
chiefs  are  not  articles  of  wearing  apparel  un¬ 
der  the  terms  of  the  act  but  merely  acces¬ 
sories.  According  to  committee  counsel, 
while  handkerchiefs  should  not  be  regarded 
as  within  the  terms  of  the  Flammable  Fabrics 
Act,  it  is  quite  likely  that  scarfs  are  included, 
because  express  mention  was  made  by  Fed¬ 
eral  agepcy  witnesses  at  the  hearings  that 
scarfs  that  covered  part  of  the  neck  and 
shoulders  should  be  regarded  as  wearing  ap¬ 
parel  within  the  meaning  of  the  terms.  This 
legislative  history  is  difficult  to  overcome. 
If  handkerchiefs  are  excluded  from  the  cov¬ 
erage  of  the  present  law,  as  we  are  advised  by 
committee  counsel,  this  alone  will  in  part 
take  care  of  the  silk  problem,  because  a  large 
portion  of  sheer  silks  are  used  in  the  manu¬ 
facture  of  handkerchiefs.  If  we  report  out 
amendments  to  the  act,  I  shall  advise  the 
committee  to  cover  the  matter  of  handker¬ 
chiefs,  at  least  in  the  report,  to  make  clear 
that  a  handkerchief  is  not  an  article  of  wear¬ 
ing  apparel  in  the  sense  of  the  act. 

“Although  the  legislative  history  makes 
clear  that  scarfs  of  some  kinds  at  least  were 
included  within  the  terms  of  the  act.  indus¬ 
try  experts  point  out  that  the  only  ones 
which  present  unusual  hazards  and  are 
highly  dangerous  are  the  ones  which  are 


not  made  of  plain-surface  fabrics.  Further¬ 
more,  there  is  no  indication  that  scarfs  have 
been  made  of  cotton  or  rayon  fabrics  having 
fuzzy  or  furlike  surfaces  which  flash  and 
burn  with  exceeding  rapidity,  but  if  they 
were,  they  would  still  come  under  the  testing 
procedures  of  the  act  under  my  bill.  Hand¬ 
kerchiefs  and  scarfs  are  used  primarily  as  ac¬ 
cessories  and  not  as  regular  clothing.  A 
handkerchief  can  easily  and  quickly  be  dis¬ 
carded  or  dropped  if  it  burns  rapidly.  The 
same  observation  applies  to  scarfs,  except 
that  they  may  take  a  little  more  time  to 
remove.  However,  if  scarfs  are  made  of 
plain-surface  fabrics,  according  to  industry 
experts,  the  burning  time  is  slow  enough 
to  allow  the  person  to  discard  them. 

“With  the  exemption  of  handkerchiefs  and 
scarfs  from  the  act,  the  problem  of  silk  is 
largely  solved.  Sample  flammability  tests 
on  silks  were  recently  conducted  with  the 
following  results: 

Flame  spread. 

Weight  of  silk:  ( seconds ) 

3  momme _ 3.  0 

4  momme _ 3.  3 

5  momme _ 4.  1 

8  momme _ 5.  0 

“As  only  those  fabrics  which  burn  in  less 
than  4  seconds  are  banned  by  the  act,  5- 
momme  silk  would  generally  pass  the  pres¬ 
ent  tests.  Four  momme  and  three  momme 
silk  (sheer  silk)  is  imported  in  large  quanti¬ 
ties  into  this  country  primarily  for  handker¬ 
chiefs  and  scarfs.  Experts  point  out  that 
while  3  momme  and  4  momme  silk  under 
present  tests  burns  in  less  than  4  seconds,  silk 
has  the  characteristics  of  ceasing  to'  burn 
when  the  flame  is  removed  from  the  material. 
Therefore,  it  presents  much  less  of  a  hazard 
than  pile  synthetic  materials  or  brushed 
rayon.  The  fact  is  that  silk  for  handker¬ 
chiefs  and  scarfs  were  used  down  through  the 
years  without  their  ever  being  considered 
hazardous.  The  same  is  true  of  the  use  of 
other  plain-surface  fabrics  when  used  for 
handkerchiefs  and  scarfs. 

“On  the  other  hand,  except  for  handker¬ 
chiefs  and  scarfs,  it  is  my  belief  that  silk 
and  other  plain-surface  fabrics,  like  any 
other  fabric  which  burns  in  less  than  4  sec¬ 
onds  under  the  test  conditions  outlined  in 
my  bill,  should  not  be  used  in  the  manufac¬ 
ture  of  articles  of  wearing  apparel.  To  the 
extent  that  3  momme  or  4  momme  silk  or 
other  plain-surface  fabrics  may  be  banned 
from  use  in  shirts,  nightgowns,  and  other 
wearing  apparel,  that  is  the  price  of  safety 
which  we  must  exact  from  the  producers  of 
these  materials  as  we  do  from  the  producers 
of  other  materials  banned  by  the  act.  We 
will  not  compromise  with  public  safety. 

“The  only  other  amendment  added  by  my 
bill  is  a  change  in  the  conditions  under  which 
the  present  flammability  tests  are  conduct¬ 
ed.  I  have  already  pointed  out  that  we  are 
surprised  that  certain  conventional  fabrics, 
such  as  organdie,  batiste,  veils,  nettings, 
etc.,  with  a  long  record  of  safety  performance 
are  now  banned  by  the  present  tests.  In¬ 
dustry  representatives  and  experts  point  out 
that  the  reason  is  that  samples  are  not  test¬ 
ed  under  the  conditions  existing  where  those 
materials  are  generally  worn.  At  present, 
samples  are  tested  bone  dry.  My  bill  would 
require  samples  to  be  tested  under  the  normal 
conditions  under  which  articles  of  clothing 
are  generally  worn,  namely,  in  room  tem¬ 
perature  with  average  humidity.  Experts 
have  advised  me  that,  when  so  tested,  con¬ 
ventional  fabrics  such  as  organdies,  batistes, 
veils,  nettings,  etc.,  will  pass  the  test,  al¬ 
though  silk  would  not  be  materially  helped 
by  this  change.  I  believe  this  result  will  be 
more  in  keeping  with  the  professed  purposes 
of  the  Flammable  Fabrics  Act. 

“I  intend  to  send  this  bill  to  the  Federal 
Trade  Commission  and  to  the  Department  of 
Commerce  by  special  messenger  for  a  quick 
appraisal  of  its  merits  and  I  will  welcome 
any  recommendation  on  their  part  for  im- 
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provement  of  the  bill.  As  soon  as  I  obtain 
their  views  I  intend  to  call  a  meeting  of  the 
subcommittee  to  consider  this  urgent  prob¬ 
lem.  This  may  take  place  early  next  week.’* 

Inquiry  Into  Complaints  Against  the 
Flammable  Fabrics  Act 

Senator  William  A.  Purtell,  Republican, 
of  Connecticut,  chairman  of  the  Subcommit¬ 
tee  on  Business  and  Consumer  Interests  of 
the  Senate  Interstate  and  Foreign  Commerce 
Committee,  announced  today  that  his  group 
is  looking  into  numerous  complaints  that  the 
Flammable  Fabrics  Act  (Public  Law  88,  83d 
Cong.,  approved  June  30,  1953,  effective  June 
30,  1954)  will  unduly  cripple  certain  seg¬ 
ments  of  the  textile  industry. 

Senator  Purtell  said :  “This  month,  the 
full  committee  and  our  subcommittee  have 
received  numerous  letters  to  the  effect  that 
this  act,  if  it  is  allowed  to  become  effective 
on  schedule,  on  June  30  of  this  year,  will 
cause  severe  hardship  to  many  business  firms 
engaged  in  the  importation  and  distribution 
of  lightweight  cotton,  rayon,  and  silk  textile 
fabrics,  as  well  as  to  domestic  manufacturers 
and  distributors  of  some  sheer  fabrics  which 
have  long  been  used  with  safety  by  the  Amer¬ 
ican  consumer.  We  are  looking  into  these 
complaints  and,  if  we  find  that  they  are  jus¬ 
tified,  we  will  find  a  solution  and  recommend 
whatever  action  is  necessary  to  the  full  -com¬ 
mittee.”  The  Senator  explained  that  the 
matter  was  considered  in  a  subcommittee 
meeting  on  April  14.  As  a  result,  discussions 
are  going  on  between  the  staffs  of  the  sub¬ 
committee,  the  Federal  Trade  Commission, 
and  the  Department  of  Commerce  to  deter¬ 
mine  whether  an  administrative  solution  to 
the  problem  is  feasible  and  in  the  public  in¬ 
terest.  “The  results  of  initial  exploration 
into  the  feasibility  of  an  administrative 
remedy  are  not  too  encouraging,”  Senator 
Purtell  said.  “The  act  is  quite  specific  upon 
the  standard  of  flammability,  and  if  we  find 
that  it  is  unduly  restrictive,  we  may  have  to 
amend  it,”  he  added. 

In  closing,  Senator  Purtell  stated :  "It  may 
well  be  that  section  4  of  the  act,  in  incor¬ 
porating  Commercial  Standards  191-53  and 
192-53  by  reference,  went  further  than  the 
professed  purposes  of  the  act,  and  that  the 
present  testing  procedures  are  in  need  of 
some  revision  because  they  do  not  distinguish 
properly  between  the  flash-burning  type  of 
fabrics  and  those  that  have  been  safely  worn 
for  generations.  If  the  subcommittee  finds 
this  to  be  the  case  it  will  call  upon  the 
Bureau  of  Standards  and  the  industry  to 
recommend  or  develop  more  suitable  testing 
procedures  to  prevent  the  banning  of  con¬ 
ventional  fabrics  that  present  no  unusual 
hazards  and  which  have  been  worn  safely 
down  through  the  years.  However,  I  wish  to 
serve  notice  that  our  subcommittee  will  not 
compromise  with  the  public  safety  and  that 
no  postponement  of  the  effective  date  of  the 
act  or  weakening  of  the  act  will  be  recom¬ 
mended  at  the  risk  of  allowing  those  special 
types  of  fabrics  to  be  sold  which  present  un¬ 
usual  hazards  and  are  highly  dangerous.  In¬ 
dustry  itself,  generally,  would  object  to  our 
inviting  this  risk.” 

The  complete  text  of  the  Senator's  state¬ 
ment  is  as  follows: 

“For  several  years  past  there  have  been 
shocking  instances  of  deaths  and  serious 
bodily  harm  caused  by  wearing  apparel  of 
highly  flammable  textiles.  Until  last  year, 
it  was  not  too  unusual  to  pick  up  a  news¬ 
paper  and  read  of  burnings  and  even  deaths 
suffered  by  children  when  wearing  highly 
flammable  cowboy  or  Halloween  suits  or  by 
adults  wearing  so-called  explosive  sweaters. 
One  would  read  of  a  man  driving  his  auto¬ 
mobile  and  lighting  a  cigarette,  with  the 
result  that  the  sweater  burst  into  flames 
and  seriously  injured  him;  or  of  high  school 
girls  at  a  prom  suffering  similar  harm  while 
wearing  a  tulle  dress,  or  at  home  when  clad 
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with  a  cotton  chenille  dressing  gown;  or  of 
a  woman  wearing  nitrocellulose  buttons  on 
her  dress  while  sitting  in  front  of  a  chafing 
dish,  with  the  result  that  the  buttons  prac¬ 
tically  exploded  in  her  face  and  set  her 
afire.  I  could  give  instances  ad  nauseam. 
Some  of  these  incidents  happened  in  waves. 
Accordingly,  an  outraged  public  demanded 
that  something  be  done  to  put  a  stop  to  this 
menace.  Bills  were  introduced  in  several 
State  legislatures  to  protect  the  public  from 
this  danger,  but  they  were  opposed  by  the 
wearing-apparel  industry  who  joined  in  the 
chorus  for  Federal  legislation  in  order  to 
protect  the  industry  from  the  requirements 
of  possibly  conflicting  and  diverse  regula¬ 
tions  by  the  various  State  and  communities. 

“Bills  to  prohibit  the  transportation  in  in¬ 
terstate  commerce  of  highly  flammable  fab¬ 
rics  and  wearing  apparel  were  introduced  in 
the  House  of  Representatives  of  the  United 
States  beginning  with  the  79th  Congress,  1st 
session  (1945).  In  the  80th  Congress  (1947- 
48),  the  House  Committee  on  Interstate 
and  Foreign  Commerce  held  extensive  hear¬ 
ings  on  three  flammable  fabrics  bills.  Sim¬ 
ilar  bills  were  introduced  during  the  81st 
and  82d  Congresses.  In  the  82d  Congress, 
the  Senate  passed  unanimously  on  July  3, 
1952,  S.  2918,  a  bill  which  had  many  of  the 
features  of  the  present  law.  The  House 
committee  also  reported  the  bill,  but  the 
House  took  no  action  upon  it  prior  to  the 
adjournment  of  the  Congress. 

“On  April  16,  28,  and  29,  1953,  the  House 
Committee  on  Interstate  and  Foreign  Com¬ 
merce  held  public  hearings  on  5  similar  bills. 
The  principal  objective  of  all  these  bills  was 
to  prohibit  the  introduction  or  movement  in 
interstate  commerce  of  articles  of  wearing 
apparel  and  fabrics  which  are  so  highly  flam¬ 
mable  as  to  be  dangerous  when  worn  by 
individuals. 

“The  present  law  originated  from  H.  R. 
5069,  which  was  introduced  by  Congressman 
Wolverton,  chairman  of  the  House  commit¬ 
tee,  at  the  direction  of  the  committee,  as 
a  ‘clean’  bill  as  a  result  of  the  committee 
hearings  and  after  executive  consideration  of 
all  the  bills  pending  before  the  committee. 

“Every  witness  who  testified  before  the 
committee,  without  exception,  representing 
virtually  all  segments  of  the  textile  indus¬ 
tries  and  trades,  urged  prompt  and  effective 
Federal  legislation  to  protect  the  public  from 
the  dangers  of  highly  flammable  wearing 
apparel  and  fabrics  used  in  wearing  apparel, 
and  supported  these  bills  in  principle.  More¬ 
over,  the  committee  was  urgently  requested 
to  take  prompt  action  on  this  legislation. 
It  was  pointed  out  that  if  this  legislation  was 
not  enacted,  a  variety  of  State  and  local  reg¬ 
ulations  lacking  in  uniformity  might  well 
ensue. 

“Testimony  in  support  of  legislation  on 
this  subject  was  received  from  the  Federal 
Trade  Commission,  the  National  Cotton 
Council  of  America,  the  National  Retail  Dry 
Goods  Association,  the  Tufted  Textile  Manu¬ 
facturers  Association,  the  Society  of  the 
Plastics  Industry,  the  Rayon  and  Acetate 
Fiber  Producers,  and  others.  These  expert 
witnesses  were  helpful  in  suggesting  accurate 
language  for  the  legislation.  H.  R.  5069, 
while  substantially  similar  to  the  bill  that 
this  committee  had  reported  favorably  the 
preceding  year,  represented  a  distinct  im¬ 
provement  over  that  measure,  especially  in 
section  4,  concerning  the  standard  of  flam¬ 
mability.  Our  committee  reported  favorably 
this  improved  version  and  it  became  the 
present  law  on  June  30,  1953. 

“Section  4  of  the  Flammable  Fabrics  Act 
prescribes  the  standards  of  flammability. 
Commercial  standard  191-53,  promulgated 
by  the  Secretary  of  Commerce  effective  Jan¬ 
uary  30,  1953,  prescribed  the  standard  for 
flammability  of  clothing  textiles  and  com- 
mericial  standard  192-53,  promulgated  by 
the  Secretary  of  Commerce  effective  May  22, 
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1953,  prescribed  the  standard  of  flammability 
for  vinyl  plastic  film. 

“Commercial  standard  191-53  was  devel¬ 
oped  as  a  voluntary  standard  through  the 
combined  effort  of  a  number  of  scientific 
and  technical  groups  and  represents  the 
combined  opinion  of  an  industry  committee 
speaking  for  the  cotton  and  rayon  pro¬ 
ducers,  and  fabric  manufacturers,  finishers, 
converters,  wholesalers,  retailers,  and  con¬ 
sumers  coordinated  by  the  American  Asso¬ 
ciation  of  Textile  Chemists  &  Colorists  and 
the  National  Retail  Dry  Goods  Association. 
The  National  Bureau  of  Standards  partici¬ 
pated  in  this  work  by  active  service  on  tech¬ 
nical  committees,  by  the  conduct  of  a  wide 
variety  of  investigational  and  testing  work, 
and  by  aiding  in  the  reconciliation  of  dif¬ 
ferent  points  of  view. 

“The  flammability  test  provided  in  the 
commercial  standard  191-53  makes  use  of 
strips  of  fabric  2  by  6  inches  in  dimensions. 
The  test  consists  of  measuring  the  burning 
time  in  seconds  when  the  test  piece  is 
mounted  in  a  specially  designed  apparatus 
and  a  flame  is  applied  in  a  prescribed  man¬ 
ner.  Fabrics  with  a  flame  spread  of  more 
than  7  seconds  are  classed  as  having  normal 
flammability.  Those  with  a  flame  spread 
of  less  than  4  seconds  are  classed  as  rapid 
and  intense  burning,  while  those  burning 
in  4  to  7  seconds  are  rated  as  having  inter¬ 
mediate  flammability.  The  law  is  directed 
to  those  fabrics  which  are  classed  as  rapid 
and  intense  burning  fabrics. 

“Commercial  standard  192-53  is  the  in¬ 
dustry-approved  standard  with  respect  to 
vinyl  plastic  film.  Such  film  is  used  in  the 
manufacture  of  various  articles  of  wearing 
apparel  such  as  raincoats,  capes,  hoods, 
pants,  and  aprons.  The  flammability  test 
is  prescribed  in  paragraph  3.11  of  this 
standard. 

“Section  4  of  the  act  provides  for  reports 
by  the  Secretary  of  Commerce  if  he  at  any 
time  finds  that  the  commercial  standard 
referred  to  becomes  Inadequate.  The  Sen¬ 
ate  report  on  this  bill  made  clear  our  intent 
that  the  ‘Secretary  of  Commerce  shall  make 
continuous  studies  of  the  suitability  and 
effectiveness  of '  these  and  related  test 
methods.’ 

“I  have  outlined  the  history,  scope,  and 
standards  of  this  law  at  some  length  in  order 
to  show  that  the  provisions  of  the  law  were 
not  adopted  arbitrarily  or  without  serious 
reflection. 

"This  month  the  full  committee  and  our 
subcommittee  have  received  numerous  let¬ 
ters  to  the  effect  that  this  act,  if  it  is  allowed 
to  become  effective  on  schedule,  on  June  30 
of  this  year,  will  cause  severe  hardship  to 
many  business  firms  engaged  in  the  impor¬ 
tation  and  distribution  of  lightweight  cot¬ 
ton,  rayon,  and  silk  textile  fabrics,  as  well 
as  to  domestic  manufacturers  and  distribu¬ 
tors  of  some  sheer  fabrics  which  have  long 
been  used  with  safety  by  the  American 
consumer. 

“The  question  suggests  itself  at  this  point, 
why  did  not  the  affected  industry  call  these 
alleged  defects  in  the  law  to  the  attention 
of  the  Senate  and  House  committees?  One 
correspondent  answers  this  question  as 
follows: 

“  ‘Businessmen  engaged  in  the  distribution 
of  established  types  of  textiles  knew  vaguely 
that  Federal  legislation  had  been  under  con¬ 
sideration  for  several  years  to  prohibit  the 
sale  of  fabrics  and  wearing  apparel  which, 
in  the  language  of  the  act  are  so  highly 
flammable  as  to  be  dangerous  when  worn  by 
individuls.  It  may  be  safely  said  that  the 
business  community  is  strongly  in  favor  of 
such  legislation.  The  general  understand¬ 
ing,  however,  was  that  the  act  merely  applied 
to  fabrics  and  articles  of  wearing  apparel 
which  will  ignite  and  burn  in  a  flash  when 
they  come  in  contact  with  a  flame  or  a  cig¬ 
arette.  It  is  only  in  recent  months  that  busi- 
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nessmen  have  come  to  realize,  as  a  result  of 
laboratory  tests  conducted  pursuant  to  the 
method  prescribed  in  commercial  standard 
191-53,  that  many  textile  fabrics  which  have 
never  been  involved  in  a  flash  burning  epi¬ 
sode  will  be  classed  as  dangerously  flam¬ 
mable  under  the  Flammable  Fabrics  Act,  and 
thus  not  legally  salable  after  June  29,  1954.’ 

“Our  subcommittee  has  heard  mostly  from 
businessmen  in  the  silk  trade  who  say  that 
they  were  convinced  that  the  act  was  passed 
to  protect  the  public  from  fabrics  which 
burn  intensely  and  in  a  flash,  such  as 
brushed  rayon  and  other  synthetic  pile 
fabrics,  and  that  they  never  believed  that 
the  act  would  be  applicable  to  silk,  because 
it  is  a  historical  fact  that  silk  has  been  im¬ 
ported  into  the  United  States  for  over  100 
years,  and  to  their  knowledge  the  fabric 
made  from  it  has  never  endangered  a  person. 

“It  was  not  until  silk  was  tested  under 
the  standards  set  forth  by  Commercial 
Standard  191-53,  which  were  incorporated 
specifically  in  the  act,  that  it  was  discovered 
that  the  provisions  of  the  act  would  be  ap¬ 
plicable  to  silk.  As  far  as  is  known,  there 
is  no  practicable  method  to  render  silk  fire¬ 
proof  which  will  not  make  it  lose  its  appeal¬ 
ing  softness  and  luster.  Intensive  tests  are 
presently  being  conducted  by  competent 
chemical  firms  in  an  attempt  to  solve  this 
problem,  but  they  will  need  time  to  conduct 
their  tests  and  research.  Because  silk  is  fre¬ 
quently  made  into  thin  fabrics,  such  as 
fine  sheers,  chiffons,  silk  stockings,  etc.,  it 
will  be  affected  by  the  strict  standards  of 
flammability  contained  in  the  act.  Some 
businessmen  estimate  that  the  law  as  it  is 
now  written  will  cause  the  banishment  of 
75  percent  of  the  silk  scarves  and  silk  fabrics 
which  until  the  present  have  been  imported 
from  Japan.  One  New  York  company  alone 
estimates  that  enforcement  of  the  act  will 
amount  to  virtual  confiscation  of  large  quan¬ 
tities  of  merchandise  which  it  has  had  on 
hand,  some  for  as  long  as  3  years  or  more, 
the  total  of  which  will  amount  to  hundreds 
of  thousands  of  dollars. 

“It  is  easy  to  understand  that  the  act  has 
an  effect  now,  even  before  its  effective  date, 
as  prospective  customers  are  unwilling  to  buy 
certain  materials  from  wholesalers,  and  even 
retail  outlets  are  left  holding  on  to  large 
stocks  which  they  carried  over  from  previous 
seasons.  Furthermore,  many  companies,  in 
order  to  prepare  for  the  fall  season  this 
year,  made  extensive  purchases  of  affected 
materials — for  instance,  in  Japan — and  have 
established  irrevocable  letters  of  credit  for 
payment.  It  goes  without  saying  that  the 
economy  of  Japan  is  directly  affected,  as  it  is 
the  largest  producer  of  sheer  fabrics  made 
of  silk.  Light-weight  silk  materials  consti¬ 
tute  over  50  percent  of  Japan’s  export  of  silk 
to  the  United  States.  The  main  end  use  of 
these  materials  is  silk  scarves  and  veiling 
which  American  women  use  as  accessories  to 
their  usual  articles  of  clothing. 

“To  a  lesser  extent,  the  subcommittee  has 
heard  from  domestic  manufacturers  and  dis¬ 
tributors  of  sheer  fabrics,  such  as  organdie 
fabrics  and  netting  for  evening  dresses, 
which,  it  is  claimed,  have  had  a  good  record 
for  50  years.  Laboratories  are  experimenting 
with  tests  to  determine  the  flammability  of 
fabrics.  The  subcommittee  has  been  in¬ 
formed  by  the  industry  that  there  are  now 
available  only  about  125  testing  machines  to 
make  the  required  tests,  and  the  laboratories 
report  a  heavy  backlog  of  a  great  variety  of 
fabrics  still  to  be  tested.  It  is  doubtful  that 
tests  can  be  completed  on  a  great  many  types 
of  fabrics  prior  to  the  present  effective  date 
of  the  act. 

“Furthermore,  the  industry  advises  us  that 
most  of  the  light-weight  fabrics  which  do 
not  meet  the  present  tests  can  be  treated 
with  flame-retarding  finishes,  but  such  fin¬ 
ishes  will  cause  a  deterioration  of  the  fabric 
in  a  relatively  short  time,  and  will  also  cause 
the  color  of  the  fabric  to  become  yellowish 


or  gray  In  a  few  months.  The  chemists  in 
the  finishing  industry  are  trying  to  develop 
a  more  satisfactory  flame-retarding  finish, 
but  it  will  take  quite  some  time  to  accom¬ 
plish  this.  In  most  cases  it  is  not  possible 
to  refinish  goods  now  in  inventory,  and  cer¬ 
tainly  nothing  can  be  done  about  fabrics 
already  made  up  into  wearing  apparel. 

“The  matter  was  considered  in  a  subcom¬ 
mittee  meeting  on  April  14,  1954.  As  a  re¬ 
sult,  discussions  are  going  on  between  the 
staffs  of  the  subcommittee,  the  Federal  Trade 
Commission,  and  the  Department  of  Com¬ 
merce  to  determine  whether  an  administra¬ 
tive  solution  to  the  problem  is  feasible  and 
in  the  public  interest.  The  results  of  initial 
exploration  into  the  feasibility  of  an  admin¬ 
istrative  remedy  are  not  too  encouraging. 
The  act  is  quite  specific  upon  the  standard 
of  flammability,  as  I  have  already  shown. 
Commercial  Standard  191-53  was  rigidly  in¬ 
corporated  into  the  act,  with  the  express 
additional  inclusion  of  hats,  gloves,  and 
footwear. 

“From  the  start,  the  industry  objected 
to  complete  discretion  being  lodged  in  a 
Federal  official  or  agency,  such  as  in  the 
Secretary  of  Commerce  or  in  the  Federal 
Trade  Commission. 

“When  a  forerunner  of  the  act  was  first 
introduced  (H.  R.  3851,  83d  Cong.),  it  con¬ 
tained  a  provision  to  the  effect  that  when 
in  his  opinion  the  protection  of  the  public 
interest  so  required,  the  Secretary  of  Com¬ 
merce  was  authorized  to  modify  or  supple¬ 
ment  the  test  standard  of  flammability  pro¬ 
vided  he  followed  the  procedure  used  in  set¬ 
ting  up  commercial  standard  191-53.  Many 
people  in  industry  and  in  the  Government 
felt  that  the  Secretary  of  Commerce  should 
not  have  that  authority.  The  Federal  Trade 
Commission  sounded  the  death-knell  of  this 
provision  when  it  wrote  on  April  9,  1953,  to 
the  chairman  of  the  House  committee  upon 
this  point,  as  follows: 

“  ‘This  requirement  would  prohibit  the 
Secretary  of  Commerce  from  modifying  or 
supplementing  the  test  unless  he  obtained 
the  consent  of  65  percent  of  the  industry 
or  at  least  of  a  majority,  which  is  a  require¬ 
ment  of  the  commercial  standard  procedure. 
Such  presents  an  unprecedented  situation  of 
having  the  standard  of  legality  or  illegality 
under  a  penal  and  civil  statute  turn  upon 
the  consent  of  the  industry  to  which  the 
legislation  applies.’ 

“That  flexible  approach  raised  serious  con¬ 
stitutional  doubts  of  the  constitutionality  of 
the  legislation.  Accordingly,  the  House  and 
Senate  committees  wrote  the  existing  stand¬ 
ards  developed  by  industry  specifically  into 
the  act,  as  I  have  explained  above. 

"Our  subcommittee  has  been  informed 
that  on  some  types  of  conventional  fabrics 
that  have  already  been  tested,  the  burning 
rate  is  between  3.2  seconds  and  3.9  seconds, 
although  these  fabrics  have  never  been 
known  to  catch  fire  when  worn  by  individ¬ 
uals.  I  have  already  pointed  out  that,  under 
commercial  standard  191-53,  which  is  in¬ 
corporated  by  reference  into  the  act,  fabrics 
with  a  flame  spread  of  less  than  4  seconds 
are  classed  as  rapid  and  intense  burning 
and  banned  from  importation,  transporta¬ 
tion,  or  sale  in  interstate  or  foreign  com¬ 
merce. 

“There  is  no  doubt  that  the  act  was  aimed 
primarily  at  the  banning  of  fabrics  which 
burn  intensely  and  in  a  flash.  H.  R.  5069, 
which  became  the  present  law  (Public  Law 
88,  83d  Cong.) ,  was  entitled  ‘To  prohibit  the 
introduction  or  movement  in  interstate  com¬ 
merce  of  articles  of  wearing  apparel  and 
fabrics  which  are  so  highly  flammable  as  to 
be  dangerous  when  worn  by  individuals,  and 
for  other  purposes.’ 

“The  Senate  and  House  reports,  in  discus¬ 
sing  the  purpose  of  the  legislation,  state: 

“  ‘The  purpose  of  the  bill  *  *  *  is  to  pro¬ 
tect  the  public  from  the  danger  surrounding 
the  use  in  wearing  apparel  of  highly  flam¬ 


mable  textiles  of  the  types  which  have  caused 
either  bodily  injury  or  death  to  numerous 
individuals.  The  bill  is  limited  in  scope  to 
wearing  apparel  and  fabrics  which  are  in¬ 
tended  or  sold  for  use  in  wearing  apparel. 
It  will  outlaw,  for  example,  the  introduction, 
movement,  or  sale  in  interstate  commerce 
of  highly  flammable  children’s  cowboy  play- 
suits,  and  the  so-called  torch  sweaters  or 
jackets  which  have  caused  serious  injuries 
and  death  to  a  number  of  innocent  and  un¬ 
suspecting  individuals  in  recent  years.’  (See 
H.  Rept.  No.  425,  and  S.  Rept.  No.  400,  83d 
Cong.,  1st  sess.) 

“In  discussing  the  standards  of  flamma¬ 
bility,  those  reports  state: 

“  ‘The  major  problem  in  formulating  legis¬ 
lation  to  control  the  use  of  dangerously 
flammable  textiles  is  to  discriminate  between 
the  conventional  fabrics  that  present  moder¬ 
ate  and  generally  recognized  hazards  and  the 
special  types  of  fabrics  which  present  un¬ 
usual  hazards  and  are  highly  dangerous.’ 

“It  may  well  be  that  section  4  of  the 
act,  in  incorporating  commercial  standards 
191-53  and  192-53  by  reference,  went  further 
than  the  professed  purposes  of  the  act,  and 
that  the  present  testing  procedures  are  in 
need  of  some  revision  because  they  do  not 
distinguish  properly  between  the  flash-burn¬ 
ing  type  of  fabrics  and  those  that  have  been 
safely  worn  for  generations.  If  the  subcom¬ 
mittee  finds  this  to  be  the  case,  it  will  call 
upon  the  Bureau  of  Standards  and  the  in¬ 
dustry  to  recommend  or  develop  more  suit¬ 
able  testing  procedures  to  prevent  the  ban¬ 
ning  of  conventional  fabrics  that  present  no 
unusual  hazards  and  which  have  been  worn 
safely  down  through  the  years.  However,  I 
wish  to  serve  notice  that  our  subcommittee 
will  not  compromise  with  the  public  safety 
and  that  no  postponement  of  the  effective 
date  of  the  act  or  weakening  of  the  act  will 
be  reoommended  at  the  risk  of  allowing 
those  special  types  of  fabrics  to  be  sold  which 
present  unusual  hazards  and  are  highly  dan¬ 
gerous.  Industry  itself,  generally,  would  ob¬ 
ject  to  our  inviting  this  risk.’’ 

Department  op  State, 
Washington,  April  27,  1954, 
The  Honorable  William  A.  Purtell, 

Chairman,  Subcommittee  on  Business 
and  Consumer  Interests,  Interstate 
and  Foreign  Commerce  Committee, 
United  States  Senate. 

Dear  Senator  Purtell  :  The  Department  is 
gratified  to  learn  of  your  announcement  on 
April  20  that  the  Subcommittee  on  Business 
and  Consumer  Interests  of  the  Senate  Inter¬ 
state  and  Foreign  Commerce  Committee  is 
looking  into  numerous  complaints  that  the 
Flammable  Fabrics  Act  (Public  Law  88,  83d 
Cong.,  approved  June  30,  1953,  effective  June 
30,  1954)  will  unduly  cripple  certain  seg¬ 
ments  of  the  textile  industry.  Similar  com¬ 
plaints  have  been  made  to  the  Department 
in  recent  months,  particularly  by  represen¬ 
tatives  of  the  Japanese  Embassy  and  by  im¬ 
porters  of  Japanese  silk  fabrics  and  silk 
articles  such  as  handkerchiefs  and  scarfs. 
As  your  press  release  points  out,  the  economy 
of  japan  would  be  directly  and  substantially 
affected  by  the  banishment  of  perhaps  75 
percent  of  the  silk  scarfs  and  silk  fabrics 
which  until  the  present  have  been  imported 
from  Japan.  The  Department  is  also  aware 
that  the  Flammable  Fabrics  Act  is  a  matter 
of  concern  to  French,  Swiss,  and  Italian  ex¬ 
porters  of  sheer  fabrics  and  to  the  domestic 
importers  and  distributors  of  these  materials. 

The  Department  endorses  your  view  that 
there  should  be  no  compromise  with  the 
public  safety  and  that  no  postponement  of 
the  effective  date  of  the  act  or  weakening 
of  the  act  should  be  recommended  at  the  risk 
of  allowing  those  special  types  of  fabrics  to  be 
sold  which  present  unusual  hazards  and  are 
highly  dangerous.  The  press  release  issued 
by  your  subcommittee  contains  a  clear  state¬ 
ment  of  the  problems  involved  in  preventing 
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loss  of  life  or  serious  injury  from  wearing  ap¬ 
parel  made  of  highly  flammable  textiles  with¬ 
out  creating  severe  hardship  to  domestic  and 
foreign  trade  in  materials  which  have  long 
been  used  with  safety  by  the  American  con¬ 
sumer.  The  program  being  undertaken  by 
the  subcommittee  and  your  statement  con¬ 
cerning  the  possible  need  for  amendment 
of  the  act,  if  it  is  found  to  be  unduly  re¬ 
strictive  and  if  no  administrative  remedy  is 
available,  should  help  to  allay  the  concern 
of  both  foreign  and  domestic  interests  con¬ 
cerning  the  effect  of  the  act. 

Sincerely  yours, 

Thruston  B.  Morton, 

Assistant  Secretary. 

Embassy  of  Japan, 
Washington,  D.  C.,  April  23,  1954. 
The  Honorable  William  A.  Purtell, 

United  States  Senate. 

Dear  Senator  Purtell:  I  am  writing  you 
to  express  my  appreciation  of  your  recent 
statement  concerning  the  Flammable  Fabrics 
Act  and  the  severe  hardship  it  will  cause  to 
certain  segments  of  the  textile  business,  es¬ 
pecially  the  silk  trade.  Your  recognition1 
that  the  congressional  intent  in  passing  the 
act  was  not  to  prohibit  the  sale  of  tradi¬ 
tional  fabrics  which  have  been  used  safely 
for  years,  but  was  rather  to  prevent  the  use 
of  dangerously  flammable  textiles  with  a 
flash-burning  rate,  has  been  most  encourag¬ 
ing  to  the  Japanese  people. 

The  people  of  Japan  view  with  complete 
and  sympathetic  understanding  the  efforts  of 
the  Congress  of  the  United  States  to  protect  j 
the  American  public  from  the  recurrence  of 
the  recently  publicized  and  most  unfortu¬ 
nate  accidents.  They  recognize  the  need  for 
a  protective  law  but  are  hopeful  that  the 
legislation  may  be  so  drafted  or  interpreted 
as  to  permit  the  import  of  sheer  silk  manu¬ 
factures,  which  have  a  long  history  of  safe 
use. 
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Exchange,  Inc.,  as  of  March  31,  1950,  was 
owned  by  foreign  interests,  and  fully  30  per¬ 
cent  controlled  through  one  broker  in 
Brazil.” 

Among  the  several  recommendations 
which  the  committee  made  in  its  report 
was  this  one: 

No.  6:  That  in  order  to  curb  the  undesira¬ 
ble  speculation  now  existing  in  dealing  in 
coffee  futures  the  revenue  laws  of  the  United 
States  be  amended  so  as  to  tax  profits  of 
foreign  interests  made  on  the  commodity 
exchanges  of  the  United  States. 

In  the  appendix  of  the  report  appeared 
a  draft  of  an  amendment  to  the  Internal 
Revenue  Code  which  the  committee  rec¬ 
ommended  be  adopted  by  the  Congress. 
As  no  Member  of  the  House  of  Repre¬ 
sentatives  has  yet  offered  this  type  of 
an  amendment,  and  in  view  of  the  fact 
that  the  tax  revision  bill  is  now  pending 
before  the  Senate  Finance  Committee, 

I  am  today  submitting  this  proposal  in 
the  form  of  an  amendment  to  H.  R.  8300 
or  the  consideration  of  the  Finance 
immittee  and  of  the  Senate. 

e  amendment  would  impose  on  the/ 
capital  gains  of  nonresident  foreign  in¬ 
dividuals,  partnerships  or  corporations, 
not  engaged  in  trade  or  business  inr  the 
United  States,  a  tax  of  30  percent/of  the 
amount  by  which  such  gains,  derived 
from  source^  within  the  United  States, 
from  sales  or^  exchanges,  exceed  losses, 
allocable  to  sources  withirrthe  United 
States,  from  suc^i  sales  or' exchanges. 

Because  of  the ''■unfortunate  fact  that 
neither  the  Senate,,  Banking  and  Cur¬ 
rency  Committee  investigation  of  the 
recent  price  rise  in  coffee  nor  the  Federal 


As  you  know,  silk  fabrics  and  manufae-  Trade  Commission"  investigation  of  the 
tures  are  among  the  most  important  exports’;  same  subject  has  been  completed,  it  is 


from  Japan  to  the  United  States.  Any  sub-  , 
stantial  reduction  in  this  trade,  even  though 
unintentional,  would  be  a  serious  blow  to 
tny  country’s  attempt  to  attain  economic 
stability. 

I  wish  to  you  and  your  subcommittee  suc¬ 
cess  In  your  endeavor  to  limit  the  effects  of 
the  act  to  textiles  which  are  truly  dangerous. 
Again  may  I  state  the  thanks  of  the  Japanese 
people  for  your  understanding  approach  to 
their  problem. 

Sincerely  yours, 

Sadao  Igitchi, 

Ambassador, 


"T 

AMENDMENT  OF  LABOR  MANAGE¬ 
MENT  RELATIONS  ACT,  /947- 
AMENDMENT 

Mr.  GOLDWATER  submitted  an 
amendment  intended  to  be  proposed  by 
him  to  the  bill  (S.  2650)  to  amend  the 
Labor  Management  Relations  Act,  1947, 
and  for  other  purposes/  which  was  or¬ 
dered  to  lie  on  the  /table  and  to  be 
printed. 

PROPOSED  CAPITAL  GAINS  TAX  ON 
FOREIGN  TRADERS 
Mr.  GILLETTE.  Mr.  President,  in  the 
report  submitted  by  the  Senate  Com¬ 
mittee  on/Agriculture  and  Forestry  on 
August  2/  1950,  covering  the  investiga¬ 
tions  of  coffee  prices  which  the  Subcom- 
mittee  'on  Utilization  of  Farm  Crops  con¬ 
ducted  during  1949-50,  appeared  this 
sentence : 

.  About  50  percent  of  the  long  position  in 
coffee  on  the  New  York  Coffee  and  Sugar 


impossible  to  know  to  wh\t  extent  the 
situation  that- existed  in  195Q  still  holds 
at  the  present  time.  But  ifr/s  incon¬ 
trovertible/  I  believe,  that  during  the 
price  rise  of  this  past  December  and 
January7  foreign  speculators  wei*e  ex¬ 
tremely  active  on  the  coffee  exchange. 
They  have  unquestionably  earned  tre¬ 
mendous  profits  from  their  operatiof 
d  the  least  the  American  people  caiis 
expect,  if  they  cannot  be  protected  from 
*  such  raids  on  their  pocketbooks,  is  that 
those  who  earn  these  fortunes  from 
speculating  on  our  commodity  exchanges 
should  have  to  pay  a  fair  tax  to  our 
Federal  Treasury. 

I  now  submit  amendments  intended  to 
be  proposed  by  me  to  the  bill  (H.  R.  8300) 
to  revise  the  internal  revenue  laws  of  the 
United  States,  and  ask  that  they  be  re¬ 
ferred  to  the  Committee  on  Finance. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
amendments  will  be  received  and  print¬ 
ed,  and  will  be  referred  to  the  Commit¬ 
tee  on  Finance. 


AMENDMENT  OF  LABOR  MANAGE¬ 
MENT  RELATIONS  ACT,  1947- 
MINORITY  VIEWS 

Mr.  MURRAY.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  views  of  the 
minority  on  Senate  bill  2650,  to  amend 
the  Labor  Management  Relations  Act, 
1947,  and  for  other  purposes,  may  be  sub¬ 
mitted  and  printed  during  the  recess. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 


REVIEW  OF  DECISIONS  OF  GOVERN¬ 
MENT  CONTRACTING  OFFICERS 

IN  CERTAIN  CASES 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER  l/id  be¬ 
fore  the  Senate  the  amendments  of  the 
House  of  Representatives  to  the  bill  (S. 
24)  to  permit  review  of  decisions  of  Gov¬ 
ernment  contracting  officers  involving 
questions  of  fact  arising  .under  Govern¬ 
ment  contracts  in  cases, other  than  those 
in  which  fraud  is  alleged,  and  for  other 
purposes,  which  wefe  to  strike  out  all 
after  the  enacting  clause  and  insert: 

That  no  provisiqii  of  any  contract  entered 
Into  by  the  United  States,  relating  to  the 
finality  or  conclusiveness  of  any  decision  of 
the  head  of  any  department  or  agency  or  his 
duly  authorised  representative  or  board  in  a 
dispute  involving  a  question  arising  under 
such  contract,  shall  be  pleaded  in  any  suit 
now  filed  or  to  be  filed  as  limiting  judicial 
reviewvof  any  such  decision  to  cases  where 
fraud  by  such  official  or  his  said  representa¬ 
tives  or  board  is  alleged:  Provided,  however. 
That  any  such  decision  shall  be  final  and 
conclusive  unless  the  same  is  fraudulent  or 
capricious  or  arbitrary  or  so  grossly  erroneous 
as  necessarily  to  imply  bad  faith,  or  is  not 
supported  by  substantial  evidence. 

Sec.  2.  No  Government  contract  shall  con¬ 
tain  a  provision  making  final  on  a  question 
of  law  the  decision  of  any  administrative  of¬ 
ficial,  representative,  or  board. 

And  to  amend  the  title  so  as  to  read: 
“An  act  to  permit  review  of  decisions  of 
the  heads  of  departments,  or  their  rep¬ 
resentatives  or  boards,  involving  ques¬ 
tions  arising  under  Government  con¬ 
tracts.” 

Mr.  McCARRAN.  Mi’.  President,  this 
is  a  bill  which  passed  the  Senate  on  June 
8,  1953,  and  which  has  now  been  passed 
by  the  House,  in  amended  form. 

The  purpose  of  the  proposed  legisla¬ 
tion  is  to  overcome  the  inequitable  ef¬ 
fect,  under  the  decision  of  the  Supreme 
Court  in  the  Wunderlich  case,  of  lan¬ 
guage  in  Government  contracts  which 
makes  the  decision  of  the  contracting 
officer  or  the  head  of  the  agency  final, 
with  respect  to  questions  of  fact.  To 
put  it  another  way,  the  objective  of  this 
bill  is  to  preserve  the  right  of  review  by 
the  courts  in  cases  involving  action  by  a 
mtracting  officer  which  is  arbitrary, 
capricious,  fraudulent,  or  so  grossly  er¬ 
roneous  as  necessarily  to  imply  bad  faith. 

The.  language  of  the  House  bill,  while 
quite  different  from  the  langauge  ap¬ 
proved  in  the  Senate,  is  designed  to  ac¬ 
complish  'the  same  purpose.  It  is  my 
understanding  the  Department  of  Jus¬ 
tice  takes  tlie  view  that  the  House  lan¬ 
guage  will  accomplish  the  same  purpose 
as  the  Senate  language.  It  is  my  further 
understanding  feat  the  Comptroller 
General  of  the  Uhited  States  has  ex¬ 
pressed  complete  satisfaction  with  the 
House  language,  and  has  declared  that  in 
his  opinion  it  will  accomplish  the  pur¬ 
poses  sought  to  be  servedvby  the  Senate 
language. 

As  author  of  the  Senate^bill,  I  want 
to  say  that  I  am  not  sure  thaikthe  House 
language  gives  protection  as  complete  as 
that  which  would  have  been  given,  under 
the  language  approved  by  the  Senate. 
However,  I  am  willing  to  go  along\vith 
the  House  language,  in  view  of  the\s- 
surances  which  I  have  mentioned,  and 
the  further  fact  that  so  far  as  I  know. 
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all\thers  interested  in  this  legislation 
are  satisfied  with  the  language  approved 
by  th  e^ouse. 

Accordingly,  Mr.  President,  I  now 
move  that  the  Senate  concur  in  the 
House  amendments  to  the  bill  S.  24. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
question  is  orDagreeing  to  the  motion  of 
the  Senator  from  Nevada  [Mr.  McCar- 

RANl. 

Mr.  CASE.  Mi\  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  McC ARRAN.  \yield. 

Mr.  CASE.  Can  the  Senator  from 
Nevada  tell  us  how  the\issurance  was 
given  that  the  bill  was  satisfactory  to 
the  General  Accounting  Office?  Would 
the  Senator  kindly  restate  the  assurance 
which  he  voiced  with  references  to  the 
opinion  of  the  General  Accounting 
Office? 

Mr.  McCARRAN.  The  General  Ac¬ 
counting  Office  is  satisfied  with  the 
language  in  the  House  bill.  It 
assured  me  of  that. 

Mr.  CASE.  The  Comptroller  General 
has  assured  the  Senator  from  Nevada  on 
that  point? 

Mr.  McCARRAN.  That  is  correct: 
otherwise  I  would  not  care  to  go  along. 

Mr.  CASE.  Mr.  President,  I  have  no 
objection. 

Mr.  THYE.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  McCARRAN.  I  yield. 

Mr.  THYE.  As  I  understand,  the  bill 
was  passed  by  the  Senate,  and  a  similar 
bill  was  passed  by  the  House.  The  only 
question  involved  is  a  modification  of  the 
language  in  the  Senate  bill,  and  the  two 
bills  agree  in  their  effect,  so  to  speak?, 

Mr.  McCARRAN.  That  is  correct. 

Mr.  THYE.  There  is  nothing  else  of  a 
legislative  nature  involved.  Is  that 
correct? 

Mr.  McCARRAN.  That  is  correct. 

Mr.  THYE.  I  cannot  see  any  objec¬ 
tion  to  the  enactment  of  the  legislation. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
question  is  on  agreeing  to  the  motion  of 
the  Senator  from  Nevada  [Mr.  McCar- 
ran]. 

The  motion  was  agreed  to. 

ADDRESSES,  EDITORIALS,  ARTI¬ 
CLES,  ETC.,  PRINTED  IN  THE  AP¬ 
PENDIX 

On  request,  and  by  unanimous  con¬ 
sent,  addresses,  editorials,  articles,  and 
so  forth,  were  ordered  to  be  printed  in 
the  Appendix,  as  follows:  / 

By  Mr.  BEALL: 

Manifesto  to  the  Bulga/lan  people.  In 
honor  of  the  75th  annive/sary  of  the  Tir- 
novo  Constitution,  to  tie  broadcast  over 
Radio  Free  Europe.  / 

By  Mr.  McCARRAN: 

Article  entitled  “Pilot  Error  and  Those  Un¬ 
answered  Question*”  written  by  Ed  Modes, 
editor  of  Airline  inlot,  and  published  in  the 
Airline  Pilot  for/March  1954. 

Address  delivered  by  Clarence  N.  Sayen 
before  Flight-  Safety  Foundation  at  the 
Bermuda  Ai/  Safety  Seminar,  on  the  subject 
of  Organisation  for  Flight  Safety. 

Address  delivered  by  Edward  S.  Meaney, 
Direct  or of  the  Visa  Office  of  the  Department 
of  Stare,  before  24th  annual  conference  of 
final  Council  on  Naturalization  and 
zenship,  in  New  York,  N.  Y.,  on  April  2, 


By  Mr.  JOHNSON  of  Texas: 

Prize  essay  entitled  "What  Makes  Amer- 
GrBst?** 

By  Mr.  JOHNSON  of  Colorado: 

Article  entitled  “Our  Disgrace  in  Indo¬ 
china,”  written  by  William  Worthy,  Jr.,  of 
recent  date. 

Letter  from  Henry  Wales,  appearing  in  the 
Chicago  Daily  Tribune  of  April  28,  1954. 

By  Mr.  KEFAUVER: 

Statement  entitled  "The  1953-54  Reces¬ 
sion:  The  Paradox  of  Efficiency,”  by  E.  G. 
Shinner,  chairman,  the  Shinner  Foundation, 
Chicago,  Ill. 

By  Mr.  ROBERTSON: 

Letter  addressed  to  himself  by  Joseph  A. 
Jordan,  Jr.,  of  Norfolk,  Va„  a  wounded  vet¬ 
eran  of  World  War  II,  expressing  apprecia¬ 
tion  for  the  privilege  of  completing  his  col¬ 
lege  education  under  the  GI  Act. 

By  Mr.  MURRAY: 

Letter  addressed  to  American  Medical  As¬ 
sociation  by  a  veteran,  alleging  unjustified 
investigation  of  personal  financial  status. 

Article  published  in  the  Montana  Legion¬ 
naire  for  April  1954  dealing  with  Veterans’ 
Administration  medical  program. 

By  Mr.  THYE: 

Article  entitled  “Dairy  Shockers,”  written 
Alfred  D.  Stedman,  and  published  in  the. 
Sty  Paul  Pioneer  Press  of  April  25,  1954. 


ARMORING  THE  SUPREME  COI 
EDITORIAL  FROM  THE  WASHING¬ 
TON  POST  AND  TIMES-HEHALD 

Mr.  BUTLER  of  Maryland. /'Mr.  Pres¬ 
ident,  on  Saturday  April  17/1954,  there 
appeared  in  the  Washington  Post  and 
Times-Herald  an  editbrial  entitled 
“Armoring  the  Supreme  Court.”  With¬ 
in  the  next  2  week's.  pLv.  President,  de¬ 
bate  will  open  on  the-floor  of  the  Senate 
on  Senate  Joint  resolution  44,  which  I 
introduced  in  February  1^53.  The  joint 
resolution  has-'  for  its\purpose  the 
strengthening  of  the  Supreme  Court, 
both  as  to  ij>s  composition  ahd  as  to  its 
jurisdiction.  Accordingly,  I  asjc  unani¬ 
mous  consent  that  the  editorial  be 
printed,  at  this  point  in  the  body'of  the 
REcogin  as  a  part  of  my  remarks,  fo\  the 
infopfnation  of  the  Senate. 

ere  being  no  objection,  the  editor^ 
s  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the  Record^ 
/is  follows: 

ARMORING  THE  SUPREME  COURT 
Too  little  attention  has  been  given  to  the 
proposed  constitutional  amendment  re¬ 
ported  out  by  the  Senate  Judiciary  Com¬ 
mittee  recently  to  buttress  the  independence 
of  the  Supreme  Court.  As  the  Court  is  now 
functioning  smoothly,  there  is  a  strong  dis¬ 
position  to  let  well  enough  alone.  Some 
critics  of  the  proposal  also  fear  that  it  might 
cast  the  Court  into  too  rigid  a  mold.  In  our 
opinion,  however,  a  strong  case  can  be  made 
for  fortifying  the  independence  of  the  Court 
in  those  spots  where  It  has  been  attacked 
in  the  past. 

History  has  amply  demonstrated  that  the 
Founding  Fathers,  while  creating  an  inde¬ 
pendent  Supreme  Court  left  some  gaping 
holes  in  its  armor.  The  most  notorious  of 
these  is  the  power  of  Congress  to  change  the 
number  of  Justices  and  thus  enable  the  Presi¬ 
dent  and  Senate  indirectly  to  influence  the 
opinions  of  the  Court.  The  second  grave  de¬ 
fect  is  the  constitutional  phrase  which  en¬ 
ables  Congress  to  take  away  the  Court’s  ap¬ 
pellate  jurisdiction.  On  one  regrettable 
occasion  in  1868  Congress  exercised  this  pow¬ 
er  to  prevent  the  Court  from  hearing  an 
appeal  involving  a  writ  of  habeas  corpus. 
In  effect,  then,  enforcement  of  the  Bill  of 
Rights  is  left  to  the  discretion  of  congress. 


Tills  bit  of  history  should  be  well  reme 
bered  when  the  proposed  amendment 
up  for  debate.  An  editor  named  Mcflfardle 
sought  a  writ  of  habeas  corpus  after  being 
arrested  by  the  military  in  the  post-Civil- 
War  period  and  held  for  trial  before  a  mili¬ 
tary  commission  on  charges  tj/aX  he  had 
published  libelous  and  incendiary  articles. 
When  his  petition  was  denied  by  the  lower 
courts,  he  appealed  to  the/Supreme  Court. 
But  before  his  case  could  pe  decided  by  that 
tribunal,  Congress  passe/  a  law  denying  it 
the  right  to  hear  appgffis  in  habeas  corpus 
cases.  The  Court  tl>6n  acknowledged  the 
right  of  Congress  toHetermine  the  extent  of 
its  appellate  jurisdiction  and  refused  to 
decide  the  case. 

The  proposed/ amendment  would  prevent 
such  legislative  invasions  of  the  judicial 
sphere  by  sp/cifically  giving  the  Court  appel¬ 
late  jurisdiction,  both  as  to  law  and  fact,  "in 
all  cases /arising  under  this  Constitution.” 
Congress  might  then  limit  appeals  to  the 
lie  Court  in  cases  involving  Federal 
statutes,  but  it  could  not  undermine  the  Con¬ 
stitution  by  preventing  enforcement  of  its 
guaranties  in  the  highest  Court  in  the  land. 

No  less  important  is  the  section  perma¬ 
nently  fixing  the  membership  of  the  Supreme 
Court  at  nine.  This  will  be  generally  inter¬ 
preted  as  a  Republican  effort  to  prevent  any 
repetition  of  President  Roosevelt's  efforts  to 
pack  the  Court  in  1937.  It  is  probably  more 
significant,  however,  as  a  means  of  prevent¬ 
ing  the  kind  of  congressional  interference 
with  the  Court  that  occurred  in  the  Andrew 
Johnson  administration.  Congress  reduced 
the  number  of  Justices  from  9  to  7  to  pre¬ 
vent  the  President  from  having  any  oppor¬ 
tunity  to  appoint  Justices  who  might  favor 
his  policies.  This  was  court-packing  in 
reverse. 

Two  other  provisions  have  been  Included 
in  the  proposed  amendment.  It  would 
force  the  retirement  of  all  Supreme  Court 
Justices  at  the  age  of  75  and  make  any  Jus¬ 
tice  ineligible  to  serve  as  President  unless 
he  had  been  off  the  bench  at  least  5  years. 
The  75-year  cutoff  might  occasionally  deprive 
the  Court  of  an  Oliver  Wendell  Holmes,  but 
it  would  more  frequently  force  out  men  no 
longer  capable  of  carrying  the  arduous  bur¬ 
den  of  a  Supreme  Court  Justice.  Five  years 
probably  is  too  long  a  period  to  make  a  Jus¬ 
tice  wait  if  he  wishes  to  resign  and  try  for 
the  Presidency,  but  the  idea  of  discouraging 
political  ambitions  on  the  Bench  is  sound. 
Not  only  that  Justices  sometimes  need  pro¬ 
jection  from  politicians  who  are  inclined  to 
raid”  the  Supreme  Court.  To  our  way  of 
thinking  the  advantages  that  would  flow 
frortv  the  amendment  outweigh  the  argu- 
ment\gainst  cluttering  the  Constitution  with 
details*. 


COMMERCE  DEPARTMENT  REPORT 

ON  MARITIME  SUBSIDY  POLICY 

Mr.  BUTLER,  of  Maryland.  Mr.  Presi¬ 
dent,  the  Commerce  Department’s  re¬ 
port  on  Maritime, Subsidy  Policy,  based 
upon  its  extensive  ’study  in  the  light  of 
present  national  requirements  for  a  mer¬ 
chant  marine  and  a  shipbuilding  indus¬ 
try,  will  be  presentea\to  the  Senate 
Water  Transportation  Subcommittee  on 
Monday  next,  at  2:30  p.  m./ip  room  G-16 
of  the  Capitol. 

In  view  of  the  long-range  significance 
of  the  report,  its  importance  to  American 
shipping,  and  the  assistance  it  undoubt¬ 
edly  will  afford  to  Members  of  Congress 
of  both  Houses  in  connection  with  futqre 
legislative  proposals  regarding  the  m 
time  industry,  our  subcommittee  has  in 
vited  the  members  of  the  House  Mer 
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HIGHLIGHTS:  House  committee  announced  plans  to  draft  , omnibus  farm-program  bill. 
Senate  debated  bill  to  expedite  ICC  rate  decisions.  Sen.  Young  spoke  favoring 
.Agriculture  Yearbook.  Sen\Frear  introduced  and  discussed  bill  to  insure  farm  in¬ 
comes  against  certain  lossesX  Sen.  Johnston  (S.C/)  introduced  bill  for  Federal  pay 
increases.  y 

HOUSE  / 

1.  FARM  PROGRAj  .  Following  an  executive  meeting  of  the  Agriculture  Committee, 

Chairman  Hope  made  the  folloTdngNstateijient j  "The  committee  met  for  the  purpose 
of  discussing  the  matter  of  a  gene^al;/farm  bill,  and  a  motion  was  made  ,to  have 
the  committee  begin  work  on  an  or.niblis  bill,  without  any  decision  having  been 
reached  with  regard  to  what  subjects  are  to  be  included  in  the  general  farm  bill 
and  without  any  vote  on  what  subjects  are  to  be  included  in  the  bill.  The  staff 
was  instructed  to  prepare  and  report  to  the  committee,  at  a  later  date,  a  summer 
of  subjects  and  titles  that  might  be  included  in  the  omnibus  bill,  as  well  as 
any  other  subjects  that  have  been  considered'  and  discussed  in  our  hearings  and 
are  properly  before  the  committee  at  this  time,  in  the  nature  of  a  farm  program. 
The  committee  agreed  that  the  bill  would  cover  a, number  of  subjects  without  any 
decision  as  to  what  subjects  are  to  be  included,"  (p.  D517.) 

y 

2.  EDUCATION.  Passed,  296-55,  with  amendment  H.  R.  9040,,  to  authorize  cooperative 

research  in  education  (pp.  6112-30).  \ 

Began  debate'’ on  H.  R.  7434,  to  establish  a  Nat iona\ Adv is ory  Committee  on 
Education  (pp, ^OT.30-6) .  ■  \ 

_ '  \ 

3.  RAISINS.  Rep/  Hunter  spoke  in  commemoration  of  National  Raisin  Meek  (p,  6105). 

\ 


griculture 


SENATE 

4.  AGRICULTURE  YEARBOOK.,  Sen,  Young  spoke  favoring  continuation  of  the 
Yearbook  and  inserted  an  article  by  A.  D.  Stedman  (p.  6081).  * 

SOIL  CONSERVATION.  During  consideration  of  the  general  tax  revision  billy  H,  R. 
3300,  the  Finance  Committee  agreed  to  the  House  provision  (Sec,  175)  relating  to 
expenditures  for  soil  and  water  conservation,  but  made  "certain  technical  amend¬ 
ments  making  it  clear,  for  example,  that  the  provision  applies  to  earthen  dams 
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•  *  .  •  V  •  f  i  S  . 

not  subject  to  depreciation  and.  to  the  co ps  t  Iruc  t  io  n ,  as  well  as  the  control 
W otect ion,  of  TfatercpprsesV  outlfe,  aM"\pon^st>  (p»  D53A). 

v  Foreign  : 


6.  FLAFABLE  FABRICS*  The  Interstate  and/Cormterce  Committee  reported  without  amend¬ 
ment  S.  3379,  to  amend  the  Flammable  Fabrics. Act.  so  as  to  exempt  fabrics  and 
wearing ^apparel  not  highly  flammable • (Si  Rapt •  13^3) (p*>  6079) • _ 


7.  -ELECTRIFICATION.  .Sen.  Humphrey  inserted  a  Farmers  Union  local  resolution  favoring 
Federal  poVer  projects  for  benefit  of  REA  cooperatives- '(p.  6078).  /He  also  in¬ 
serted  a  local  Rural  Cooperative  Power  Association  resolution  faVoring  adequate 
REA  funds  (p.S^078).  ^ 

.  .  8..  DAIRY  PRICE-  SUPPORTS.  Sen®  Humphrey  inserted  a  Brimson  Cooperative-  Association 
....  resolution  favoring  90^’  dairy  supports  (p.  6079)- 

. - . "  \  . 

. »  9*- AOTIAIr  DISEASESv  Sen;,  Humphrey  inserted  a  Finn.  Tuberculosis  and  Health  Assn0 

.  resolution  opposing  reduction  of  Federal  appropriation^  for  tuberculosis  control 

. (p3- 6078-)o' 


,  10  o .  TRANSPORTATION.  Continued'*  debate  On  S.  1461,  to  expedite  16  C  action  upon  appli  j 

. cations  ■  of  *  certain  common  carriers  *f6r  rate  increases,  agreeing  to  all  committee 

amendments  and  to  Sen.  Doug  ids 1  amendment  to  eliminate  language  which  would  have 
changed  "the  basis  of  rate  making  so  as  to  enable  higher  rates  (ppw  6083-101). 
Sen..  Aiken  discussed  with  Seri.  'Bricker  they trip-leasing  bill,  H.  R.  3203,  and 
■urged  action  upon  it  (pp„  6099-100). 

-  The.  Interstate  and  Foreign  C oWe rep^ Committee  reported  with  amendments  S. 
602,  to  authorize  the  Treasury  Department  to  prescribe  safety  rules  for  the 
loading,  etc.,  of  grain  and  other  buK  cargoes  (S.  Rept.  1324) (p*  6079 ). 

11.  LEGISLATIVE  PROG  RAF.  Sen. .  Knqwlandfannounced  that  today,  following  disposition 
of  the  transportation  bill,  the  Senate  is\expected  to  consider  several  bills, 
including  the  emergency  farm  loans  proposal  the  Treasury-Post  Office  appropria¬ 
tion  bill,  and  the  surplus  fi^hbi  11  (pc  60FoN 

BILL  APPROVED  BY  TIE  PRESIDE FT 


12.  CONTRACTS.  S.  24,  to  permit  court  review  of  decisions  of  Government  contracti 

officers  involving  questions  of  fact  arising  under  ''Government  contracts  in  cases 
other  than  those  in  which' fraud  is  alleged.  Approved, Fay  11,  1954  (Public 
Law  356,  83rd  Cong®). 

BILLS  INTRODUCED 


13*  FARM— -INCOME  INSURANCE.  S«  3442,  by  Sen.  Frear,  to  stabilize\farm  incomes  by 
providing  a  System  of  insurance  to  indemnify  farmers  against  certain  losses 
occurring  ih  the  operation  of  their  farms;  to  Agriculture  and  Forestry  Committee 
(p»  6079 )/o  Remarks  of  author  (p.  6080). 

14 •  PERSONNEL.  S.  3443,  by  Sen.  Johnston  (for  himself  and  others),  to  increase  the 
pay  of  Federal  employees;  to  Post  Office  and  Civil  Service  Committee  Xp.  6079). 

/  H.  R*  9107,  by  Rep.  Barrett,  to  confer  jurisdiction  upon  the  Court  of.- ■ 
Claims  to  consider  certain  claims  f.or  basic  and  overtime  pay;  to  Judicil 
Committee  (pi  6143). 

/  F 
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EXEMPTION  FROM  FLAMMABLE  FABRICS  ACT  OF 
FABRICS  AND  WEARING  APPAREL  NOT  HIGHLY 
FLAMMABLE 


May  12  (legislative  day,  April  14),  1954. — Ordered  to  be  printed 


Mr.  Purtell,  from  the  Committee  on  Interstate  and  Foreign 
Commerce,  submitted  the  following 


REPORT 

[To  accompany  S.  3379] 


The  Committee  on  Interstate  and  Foreign  Commerce,  to  whom 
was  referred  the  bill  (S.  3379)  to  amend  the  Flammable  Fabrics  Act, 
so  as  to  exempt  from  its  application  fabrics  and  wearing  apparel 
which  are  not  highly  flammable,  having  considered  the  same,  report 
favorably  thereon  without  amendment  and  recommend  that  the  bill 
do  pass. 

The  purpose  of  the  bill,  as  its  title  indicates,  is  to  exempt  from  the 
Flammable  Fabrics  Act  fabrics  and  wearing  apparel  which  are  not 
highly  flammable.  In  order  to  achieve  this  result,  the  bill  adjusts  the 
standard  of  flammability  in  order  to  discriminate  more  effectively 
between  the  conventional  fabrics  that  present  moderate  and  generally 
recognized  hazards  and  the  special  types  of  fabrics  which  present 
unusual  hazards  and  are  highly  dangerous.  Thus  this  bill  is  con¬ 
sistent  with  the  original  intent  of  Congress  in  enacting  the  Flammable 
Fabrics  Act.  This  was  the  unanimous  opinion  of  Government  and 
industry  experts  at  a  hearing  held  upon  this  measure  by  your  com¬ 
mittee’s  Subcommittee  on  Business  and  Consumer  Interests  on 
May  11,  1954. 

GENERAL  LEGISLATIVE  BACKGROUND 

For  several  years  past  there  have  been  shocking  instances  of  deaths 
and  serious  bodily  harm  caused  by  wearing  apparel  of  highly  flammable 
textiles.  Until  last  year,  it  was  not  too  unusual  to  pick  up  a  news¬ 
paper  and  read  of  burnings  and  even  deaths  suffered  by  children  when 
wearing  highly  flammable  cowboy  or  Halloween  suits  or  by  adults 
wearing  so-called  explosive  sweaters.  One  would  read  of  a  man 
driving  his  automobile  and  lighting  a  cigarette,  with  the  result  that  the 
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sweater  burst  into  flames  and  seriously  injured  him;  or  of  high-school 
girls  at  a  prom  suffering  similar  harm  while  wearing  a  tulle  dress,  or 
at  home  when  clad  with  a  cotton  chenille  dressing  gown.  Your 
committee  could  give  instances  ad  nauseam.  Some  of  these  incidents 
happened  in  waves.  Accordingly,  an  outraged  public  demanded  that 
something  be  done  to  put  a  stop  to  this  menace.  Bills  were  introduced 
in  several  State  legislatures  to  protect  the  public  from  this  danger, 
but  they  were  opposed  by  the  wearing-apparel  industry  who  joined  in 
the  chorus  for  Federal  legislation  in  order  to  protect  the  industry 
from  the  requirements  of  possibly  conflicting  and  diverse  regulations 
by  the  various  States  and  communities. 

Bills  to  prohibit  the  transportation  in  interstate  commerce  of  highly 
flammable  fabrics  and  wearing  apparel  were  introduced  in  the  House 
of  Representatives  of  the  United  States  beginning  with  the  79th 
Congress,  1st  session  (1945).  In  the  80th  Congress  (1947-48),  the 
House  Committee  on  Interstate  and  Foreign  Commerce  held  extensive 
hearings  on  three  flammable  fabrics  bills.  Similar  bills  were  intro¬ 
duced  during  the  81st  and  82d  Congresses.  In  the  82d  Congress,  the 
Senate  passed  unanimously  on  July  3,  1952,  S.  2918,  a  bill  which  had 
many  of  the  features  of  the  present  law.  The  House  committee 
also  reported  the  bill,  but  the  House  took  no  action  upon  it  prior  to 
the  adjournment  of  the  Congress. 

On  April  16,  28,  and  29,  1953,  the  House  Committee  on  Interstate 
and  Foreign  Commerce  held  public  hearings  on  five  similar  bills. 
The  principal  objective  of  all  these  bills  was  to  prohibit  the  introduc 
tion  or  movement  in  interstate  commerce  of  articles  of  wearing  apparel 
and  fabrics  which  are  so  highly  flammable  as  to  be  dangerous  when 
worn  by  individuals. 

The  present  law  originated  from  II.  R.  5069,  which  was  introduced 
at  the  direction  of  the  House  committee,  as  a  “clean”  bill  as  a  result 
of  the  committee  hearings  and  after  executive  consideration  of  all 
the  bills  pending  before  the  committee. 

Every  witness  who  testified  before  the  committee,  without  excep¬ 
tion,  representing  virtually  all  segments  of  the  textile  industries  and 
trades,  urged  prompt  and  effective  Federal  legislation  to  protect  the 
public  from  the  dangers  of  highly  flammable  wearing  apparel  and 
fabrics  used  in  wearing  apparel,  and  supported  these  bills  in  principle. 
Moreover,  the  committee  was  urgently  requested  to  take  prompt 
action  on  this  legislation.  It  was  pointed  out  that  if  this  legislation 
was  not  enacted,  a  variety  of  State  and  local  regulations  lacking  in 
uniformity  might  well  ensue. 

Testimony  in  support  of  legislation  on  this  subject  was  received  from 
the  Federal  Trade  Commission,  the  National  Cotton  Council  of 
America,  the  National  Retail  Dry  Goods  Association,  the  Tufted 
Textile  Manufacturers  Association,  the  Society  of  the  Plastics  Industry 
the  Rayon  and  Acetate  Fiber  Producers,  and  others.  These  expert 
witnesses  were  helpful  in  suggesting  accurate  language  for  the  legisla¬ 
tion.  H.  R.  5069,  while  substantially  similar  to  the  bill  that  this  com¬ 
mittee  had  reported  favorably  the  preceding  year,  represented  a  dis¬ 
tinct  improvement  over  that  measure,  especially  in  section  4,  concerning 
the  standard  of  flammability.  Your  committee  reported  favorably 
this  improved  version  and  it  became  the  present  law  on  June  30,  1953, 
but  your  committee  did  not  know  that  it  was  also  barring  conventional 
fabrics  with  a  long  record  of  safety. 
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Section  4  of  the  Flammable  Fabrics  Act  prescribes  the  standards  of 
flammability.  Commercial  Standard  191-53,  promulgated  by  the 
Secretary  of  Commerce  effective  January  30,  1953,  prescribed  the 
standard  for  flammability  of  clothing  textiles  and  Commercial  Stand¬ 
ard  192-53,  promulgated  by  the  Secretary  of  Commerce  effective  May 
22,  1953,  prescribed  the  standard  of  flammability  for  vinyl  plastic 
film. 

Commercial  Standard  191-53  was  developed  as  a  voluntary  standard 
through  the  combined  effort  of  a  number  of  scientific  and  technical 
groups  and  represented  at  that  time  the  combined  opinion  of  an 
industry  committee  speaking  for  the  cotton  and  rayon  producers,  and 
fabric  manufacturers,  finishers,  converters,  wholesalers,  retailers,  and 
consumers  coordinated  by  the  American  Association  of  Textile 
Chemists  and  Colorists  and  the  National  Retail  Dry  Goods  Associa¬ 
tion.  The  National  Bureau  of  Standards  participated  in  this  work  by 
active  service  on  technical  committees,  by  the  conduct  of  a  wide 
variety  of  investigational  and  testing  work,  and  by  aiding  in  the 
reconciliation  of  different  points  of  view. 

The  flammability  test  provided  in  the  Commercial  Standard  191-53 
makes  use  of  strips  of  fabric  2  by  6  inches  in  dimensions.  The  test 
consists  of  measuring  the  burning  time  in  seconds  when  the  test  piece 
is  mounted  in  a  specially  designed  apparatus  and  a  flame  is  applied  in 
a  prescribed  manner.  Fabrics  with  a  flame  spread  of  more  than  7 
seconds  are  classed  as  having  normal  flammability.  Those  with  a 
flame  spread  of  less  than  4  seconds  are  classed  as  rapid  and  intense 
burning,  while  those  burning  in  4  to  7  seconds  are  rated  as  having 
intermediate  flammability.  The  law  is  directed  to  those  fabrics  which 
are  classed  as  rapid  and  intense  burning  fabrics. 

Commercial  Standard  192-53  is  the  industry-approved  standard 
with  respect  to  vinyl  plastic  film.  Such  film  is  used  in  the  manufac¬ 
ture  of  various  articles  of  wearing  apparel  such  as  raincoats,  capes, 
hoods,  pants,  and  aprons.  The  flammability  test  is  prescribed  in 
paragraph  3.11  of  this  standard. 

Section  4  of  the  act  provides  for  reports  by  the  Secretary  of  Com¬ 
merce  if  he  at  any  time  finds  that  the  commercial  standard  referred  to 
becomes  inadequate.  The  Senate  report  on  this  bill  made  clear  our 
intent  that  the — 

Secretary  of  Commerce  shall  make  continuous  studies  of  the  suitability  and 
effectiveness  of  these  and  related  test  methods. 

UNEXPECTED  RESULTS  OF  PRESENT  TESTS 

Since  the  beginning  of  last  month,  your  committee  and  its  Sub¬ 
committee  on  Business  and  Consumer  Interests  have  received  numer¬ 
ous  letters  to  the  effect  that  this  act,  if  it  is  allowed  to  become  effective 
on  schedule,  on  June  30  of  this  year,  will  cause  severe  hardship  to 
many  business  firms  engaged  in  the  importation  and  distribution  of 
lightweight  cotton,  rayon,  and  silk  textile  fabrics,  as  well  as  to  domes¬ 
tic  manufacturers  and  distributors  of  some  sheer  fabrics  which  have 
long  been  used  with  safety  by  the  American  consumer. 

The  question  suggests  itself  at  this  point,  why  did  not  the  affected 
industry  call  these  alleged  defects  in  the  law  to  the  attention  of  the 
Senate  and  House  committees?  One  correspondent  answers  this 
question  as  follows: 
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Businessmen  engaged  in  the  distribution  of  established  types  of  textiles  knew 
vaguely  that  Federal  legislation  had  been  under  consideration  for  several  years  to 
prohibit  the  sale  of  fabrics  and  wearing  apparel  which,  in  the  language  of  the 
act  are  “so  highly  flammable  as  to  be  dangerous  when  worn  by  individuals.” 
It  may  be  safely  said  that  the  business  community  is  strongly  in  favor  of  such 
legislation.  The  general  understanding,  however,  was  that  the  act  merely 
applied  to  fabrics  and  articles  of  wearing  apparel  which  will  ignite  and  burn  in  a 
flash  when  they  come  in  contact  with  a  flame  or  a  cigarette.  It  is  only  in  recent 
months  that  businessmen  have  come  to  realize,  as  a  result  of  laboratory  tests 
conducted  pursuant  to  the  method  prescribed  in  Commercial  Star.dird  191-53, 
that  many  textile  fabrics  which  have  never  been  involved  in  a  flash  burning 
episode  will  be  classed  as  “dangerously  flammable”  under  the  Flammable  Fabrics 
Act,  and  thus  not  legally  salable  after  June  29,  1954. 

Your  committee  lias  heard  mostly  from  businessmen  in  the  silk 
trade  who  say  that  they  were  convinced  that  the  act  was  passed  to 
protect  the  public  from  fabrics  which  burn  intensely  and  in  a  flash, 
such  as  brushed  rayon  and  other  synthetic  pile  fabrics  and  that  they 
never  believed  that  the  act  would  be  applicable  to  silk  because  it  is  a 
historical  fact  that  silk  has  been  imported  into  the  United  States  for 
over  100  years  and  to  their  knowledge  the  fabric  made  from  it  has 
never  endangered  a  person. 

It  was  not  until  silk  was  tested  under  the  standards  set  forth  by 
Commercial  Standard  191-53,  which  were  incorporated  specifically  in 
the  act,  that  it  was  discovered  that  the  provisions  of  the  act  would  be 
applicable  to  silk.  As  far  as  is  known,  there  is  no  practicable  method 
to  render  silk  fireproof  which  will  not  make  it  lose  its  appealing  soft¬ 
ness  and  luster.  Intensive  tests  are  presently  being  conducted  by 
competent  chemical  firms  in  an  attempt  to  solve  this  problem  but 
they  will  need  time  to  conduct  their  tests  and  research.  Because  silk 
is  frequently  made  into  thin  fabrics  such  as  fine  sheers,  chiffons,  silk 
stockings,  etc.,  it  will  be  affected  by  the  strict  standards  of  flamma¬ 
bility  contained  in  the  act.  Some  businessmen  estimate  that  the  law, 
as  it  is  now  written,  will  cause  the  banishment  of  55  to  75  percent  of 
the  silk  scarfs  and  silk  fabrics,  which,  until  the  present,  have  been 
imported  from  Japan.  One  New  York  company  alone  estimates  that 
enforcement  of  the  act  will  amount  to  virtual  confiscation  of  large 
quantities  of  merchandise  which  it  has  had  on  hand,  some  for  as  long 
as  3  years  or  more,  the  total  of  which  will  amount  to  hundreds  of 
thousands  of  dollars. 

It  is  easy  to  understand  that  the  act  has  an  effect  now,  even  before 
its  effective  date,  as  prospective  customers  are  unwilling  to  buy  certain 
materials  from  wholesalers  and  even  retail  outlets  are  left  holding  on 
to  large  stocks  which  they  carried  over  from  previous  seasons.  Fur¬ 
thermore,  many  companies,  in  order  to  prepare  for  the  fall  season  this 
year,  made  extensive  purchases  of  affected  materials,  for  instance  in 
Japan,  and  have  established  irrevocable  letters  of  credit  for  payment. 
It  goes  without  saying  that  the  economy  of  Japan  is  directly  affected, 
as  it  is  the  largest  producer  of  sheer  fabrics  made  of  silk.  Lightweight 
silk  materials  constitute  over  50  percent  of  Japan’s  export  of  silk  to 
the  United  States.  The  main  end  use  of  these  materials  is  silk 
scarfs  and  veiling  which  American  women  use  as  accessories  to  their 
usual  articles  of  clothing. 

To  a  somewhat  lesser  extent,  your  committee  has  heard  from  domes¬ 
tic  manufacturers  and  distributors  of  sheer  fabrics,  such  as  organdie, 
batiste,  veils,  and  netting  for  evening  dresses  which  have  had  a  good 
safety  record  for  50  years.  Importers  and  distributors  of  sheer  fab- 
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rics  from  France,  Switzerland,  Italy,  and  other  countries  have  also 
complained  of  these  unexpected  developments  under  the  testing  pro¬ 
cedures  of  the  Flammable  Fabrics  Act.  Some  of  these  countries  have 
expressed  their  grave  concern  to  our  Department  of  Stat  e  at  the  serious 
adverse  effects  of  the  present  act  upon  their  national  economy. 

This  question  was  discussed  at  a  meeting  of  your  committee’s 
Subcommittee  on  Business  and  Consumer  Interests  on  April  14,  1954. 
As  a  result,  discussions  were  held  between  the  staffs  of  your  committee, 
the  Federal  Trade  Commission  and  the  Department  of  Commerce  to 
determine  whether  an  administrative  solution  to  the  problem  was 
feasible  and  in  the  public  interest.  These  discussions  revealed  that 
the  possible  administrative  remedies  vTere  inadequate. 

The  act  is  quite  specific  upon  the  standard  of  flammability,  as  this 
report  has  already  shown.  Commercial  Standard  191-53  was  rigidly 
incorporated  into  the  act,  with  the  express  additional  inclusion  of 
hats,  gloves,  and  footwear. 

From  the  start,  the  industry  objected  to  complete  discretion  being 
)  lodged  in  a  Federal  official  or  agency,  such  as  in  the  Secretary  of 
Commerce  or  in  the  Federal  Trade  Commission. 

When  a  forerunner  of  the  act  was  first  introduced  (H.  R.  3851,  83d 
Cong.),  it  contained  a  provision  to  the  effect  that  when  in  his  opinion 
the  protection  of  the  public  interest  so  required,  the  Secretary  of 
Commerce  was  authorized  to  modify  or  supplement  the  test  standard 
of  flammability  provided  he  followed  the  procedure  used  in  setting  up 
Commercial  Standard  191-53.  Many  people  in  industry  and  in  the 
Government  felt  that  the  Secretary  of  Commerce  should  not  have 
that  authority.  The  Federal  Trade  Commission  sounded  the  death 
knell  of  this  provision  when  it  wrote  on  April  9,  1953  to  the  chairman 
of  the  House  committee  upon  this  point,  as  follows: 

This  requirement  would  prohibit  the  Secretary  of  Commerce  from  modifying 
or  supplementing  the  test  unless  he  obtained  the  consent  of  65  percent  of  the 
industry  or  at  least  of  a  majority,  which  is  a  requirement  of  the  commercial 
standard  procedure.  Such  presents  an  unprecedented  situation  of  having  the 
standard  of  legality  or  illegality  under  a  penal  and  civil  statute  turn  upon  the 
consent  of  the  industry  to  which  the  legislation  applies. 

That  flexible  approach  raised  serious  constitutional  doubts  of  the 
constitutionality  of  the  legislation.  Accordingly,  the  House  and 
Senate  committees  wrote  the  existing  standards  developed  by  industry 
specifically  into  the  act. 

Your  committee  has  been  informed  that  on  some  types  of  conven¬ 
tional  fabrics  that  have  already  been  tested,  the  burning  rate  is 
between  3.2  seconds  and  3.9  seconds,  although  these  fabrics  have 
never  been  known  to  catch  fire  when  worn  bv  individuals.  This 
report  has  already  pointed  out  that,  under  Commercial  Standard 
191-53  which  is  incorporated  by  reference  into  the  act,  fabrics  with  a 
flame  spread  of  less  than  4  seconds  are  classed  as  rapid  and  intense 
burning  and  banned  from  importation,  transportation,  or  sale  in 
interstate  or  foreign  commerce. 

There  is  no  doubt  that  the  act  was  aimed  primarily  at  the  banning 
of  fabrics  which  burn  intensely  and  in  a  flash.  H.  R.  5069,  which 
became  the  present  law  (Public  Law  88,  83d  Cong.),  was  entitled, 
“To  prohibit  the  introduction  of  movement  in  interstate  commerce  of 
articles  of  wearing  apparel  and  fabrics  which  are  so  highly  flammable 
as  to  be  dangerous  when  worn  by  individuals,  and  for  other  purposes.” 
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The  Senate  and  House  reports,  in  discussing  the  purpose  of  the 
legislation,  state: 

The  purpose  of  the  bill  *  *  *  is  to  protect  the  public  from  the  danger  surround¬ 
ing  the  use  in  wearing  apparel  of  highly  flammable  textiles  of  the  types  which 
have  caused  either  bodily  injury  or  death  to  numerous  individuals.  The  bill  is 
limited  in  scope  to  wearing  apparel  and  fabrics  which  are  intended  or  sold  for 
use  in  wearing  apparel.  It  will  outlaw,  for  example,  the  introduction,  movement 
or  sale  in  interstate  commerce  of  highly  flammable  children’s  cowboy  plavsuits, 
and  the  so-called  torch  sweaters  or  jackets  which  have  caused  serious  injuries  and 
death  to  a  number  of  innocent  and  unsuspecting  individuals  in  recent  years. 
(See  H.  Rept.  No.  425,  and  S.  Kept.  No.  400,  83d  Cong.,  1st  sess.) 

In  discussing  the  standards  of  flammability,  those  reports  state: 

The  major  problem  in  formulating  legislation  to  control  the  use  of  dangerously 
flammable  textiles  is  to  discriminate  between  the  conventional  fabrics  that  present 
moderate  and  generally  recognized  hazards  and  the  special  types  of  fabrics  which 
present  unusual  hazards  and  are  highly  dangerous. 

Your  committee  is  convinced  that  section  4  of  the  act,  in  incorporat¬ 
ing  Commercial  Standards  191-53  and  192-53  by  reference,  went 
further  than  the  professed  purposes  of  the  act,  and  that  the  present 
testing  procedures  are  in  need  of  some  revision  because  they  do  not 
distinguish  properly  between  the  flash-burning  type  of  fabrics  and 
those  that  have  been  safely  worn  for  generations. 

Industry  experts  who  were  instrumental  in  developing  the  tests 
under  Commercial  Standard  191-53  testified  to  that  effect  at  a  hearing 
before  your  committee’s  Subcommittee  on  Business  and  Consumer 
Interests  on  May  11,  1954,  and  urged  the  passage  of  S.  3379  as  a 
reasonable  solution  to  this  problem.  Government  experts  agreed 
with  them. 

SCOPE  OF  THE  BILL 

S.  3379  contains  two  amendments  to  the  Flammable  Fabrics  Act. 

The  first  of  the  proposed  amendments  would  exclude  “scarfs  made 
of  plain  surface  fabrics”  from  the  definition  of  wearing  apparel  in 
the  act.  Thus  scarfs,  whether  popularly  called  a  scarf  or  some  other 
similar  name,  as  a  square,  stole,  or  mantilla,  would  be  excluded 
absolutely  from  the  act,  as  hats,  gloves,  and  footwear  are  excluded 
under  certain  conditions  in  the  present  act.  There  is  no  valid  reason 
why  scarfs,  mantillas,  squares,  or  stoles  should  be  included  in  the 
act,  as  they  can  be  more  quickly  removed  from  the  person  than  most 
hats,  gloves,  and  footwear.  A  claim  could  be  made  that  they  are 
not  included  under  the  present  law,  because  they  are  not  wearing 
apparel  but  merely  an  accessory,  but  committee  counsel  has  advised 
your  committee  that  some  of  the  legislative  history  might  be  consid¬ 
ered  to  compel  an  interpretation  that  they  are  included.  As  the 
Federal  Trade  Commission  and  the  Department  of  Commerce  agree 
that  scarfs,  mantillas,  squares,  or  stoles  should  be  excluded  specifically, 
provided  they  are  made  of  plain  surface  fabrics,  this  amendment 
is  recommended  by  your  committee.  This  amendment  is  intended 
to  permit  the  continued  sale  of  conventional  sheer  materials,  especially 
sheer  silk,  net  and  lace,  quite  commonly  used  for  scarfs  or  mantillas, 
but  not  to  exclude  those  having  a  fuzzy  surface  which  may  be  liable 
to  flash  burning. 

Government  experts  have  testified  in  the  hearings  before  your 
committee’s  Subcommittee  on  Business  and  Consumer  Interests  that 
the  term  “plain  surface  fabrics”  has  a  well  understood  meaning  in  the 
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textile  trade.  Your  committee  intends  this  term  to  mean,  with  respect 
to  textile  fabrics,  what  it  is  defined  to  mean  in  rule  1  of  the  current 
Proposed  Rules  and  Regulations  Under  the  Flammable  Fabrics  Act, 
by  the  Federal  Trade  Commission,  viz: 

Plain  surface  textile  fabric  means  any  textile  fabric  which  does  not  have  an 
intentionally  raised  fiber  or  yarn  surface  such  as  a  pile,  nap,  or  tuft,  but  shall 
include  those  fabrics  having  fancy  woven,  knitted,  or  flock-printed  surfaces. 

The  second  proposed  amendment  would  require  that,  in  determining 
whether  fabrics  or  articles  of  wearing  apparel  exhibit  a  rate  of  burning 
in  excess  of  the  prescribed  standard,  the  tests,  instead  of  being  made 
with  oven -dried  samples,  shall  be  made  with  samples  which,  after 
being  dried,  are  conditioned  to  equilibrium  in  an  atmosphere  of  70° 
Fahrenheit  and  65  percent  relative  humidity.  This  proposed  change 
in  the  testing  method  is  intended  primarily  to  avoid  the  probable 
result  of  the  application  of  the  flammability  standard  now  prescribed 
in  preventing  future  use  of  a  number  of  sheer  fabrics,  such  as  silk, 
organdie,  batiste,  veils,  and  netting,  heretofore  commonly  used  as 
dress  materials.  The  proposed  change  is  not  intended  to  alter  the 
effect  of  the  act  in  the  case  of  so-called  torch  sweaters,  cowboy  play- 
suits,  and  similar  napped  fabrics.  Government  and  industry  experts 
upon  flammability  tests  have  advised  your  committee  that  the  pro¬ 
posed  change  wall  not  so  alter  the  effect  of  the  act. 

Reason  j or  not  including  “flags,”  “handkerchiefs,”  “millinery  veiling,” 
“laces,”  and  “narrow  fabrics”  as  exempted  articles  or  fabrics  in 
S.  8379 

Some  of  the  communications  received  by  your  committee  from  busi¬ 
nessmen  pointed  out  that  a  considerable  amount  of  sheer  silk  from 
Japan  and  of  other  domestic  and  imported  sheer  conventional  fabrics 
are  used  in  the  manufacture  of  flags  and  handkerchiefs.  Some  of  the 
correspondents  requested  that  they  be  exempted  from  the  application 
of  the  Flammable  Fabrics  Act.  Obviously,  flags  cannot  by  any 
stretch  of  the  imagination  be  considered  articles  of  wearing  apparel 
and  are  not  contained  within  the  scope  of  the  act.  .  Committee  counsel 
has  advised  your  committee  that  a  handkerchief  is  a  mere  accessory 
and  cannot  reasonably  be  considered  as  an  article  of  wearing  apparel 
within  section  2  (d)  of  the  act.  A  handkerchief  can  easily  be  dis¬ 
carded  or  dropped  if  it  is  ignited.  It  was  not  intended  at  the  time  of 
the  enactment  of  the  act  to  include  handkerchiefs  as  an  “article  of 
wearing  apparel”  or  “clothing  worn  or  intended  to  be  worn  by  indi¬ 
viduals.”  Obviously,  one  does  not  normally  wear  a  handkerchief, 
but  simply  carries  it  as  an  accessory  either  in  one’s  hand  or  in  a  pocket. 
Under  usual  circumstances,  it  may  be  quickly  removed  when  ignited 
and  does  not  constitute  the  type  of  unusual  hazard  which  the  act 
was  intended  to  ban.  Accordingly,  your  committee  believes  that  this 
doubt  on  the  part  of  industry  can  easily  be  disposed  of  through 
administrative  regulations. 

Importers,  domestic  manufacturers  of  millinery  veiling  and  of 
millinery  have  pointed  out  to  your  committee  that  millinery  veiling 
on  ladies’  hats  is  a  conventional  fabric,  has  a  long  record  for  safety, 
presents  no  unusual  hazards,  and  is  not  usually  washed  by  the  owner 
of  the  hat.  They  have  asked  that  millinery  veiling  be  expressly 
excluded  from  the  application  of  the  act.  Committee  counsel  has 
advised  your  committee  that  the  usual  types  of  millinery  veiling 
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traditionally  used  on  ladies’  hats  cannot  he  interpreted  reasonably 
as  constituting  or  forming  “part  of  a  covering  for  the  neck,  face,  or 
shoulders”  within  the  first,  proviso  of  section  2  (d)  of  the  act.  Your 
committee  agrees  that  the  traditional  types  of  millinery  veiling  made 
of  conventional  fabrics  which  present  no  unusual  hazards  were  not 
intended  to  be  and  are  not  included  within  the  ban  of  the  Flammable 
Fabrics  Act,  and  that  this  is  a  matter  that  can  safely  be  left  to  the 
discretion  of  the  Federal  Trade  Commission  which  can  include  by 
regulation  within  the  ban  of  the  act  types  of  millinery  veiling  which 
otherwise  “constitute  or  form  part  of  a  covering  for  the  neck,  face,  or 
shoulders  when  worn  by  individuals,”  as  intended  by  the  Congress. 
Again  in  this  instance,  this  is  a  situation  which  lends  itself  well  to  a 
reasonable  administrative  interpretation  of  the  act. 

Importers  and  domestic  manufacturers  of  laces  and  very  narrow 
fabrics  have  called,  the  attention  of  your  committee  to  the  fact  that 
such  fabrics  cannot  be  tested  under  Commercial  Standard  191-53. 
Representatives  of  this  segment  of  the  industry  requested  that  laces 
and  narrow  fabrics  be  excluded  expressly  from  the  application  of  the 
act.  It  is  true  that  very  narrow  textile  fabrics  such  as  laces,  embroid¬ 
eries,  ribbons,  etc.,  do  not  constitute  unusual  hazards  in  the  sense  of 
the  act  and  were  not  intended  to  be  covered  within  the  scope  of  the 
act.  Section  4  (a)  of  the  act  provides: 

Any  fabric  or  article  of  wearing  apparel  shall  be  deemed  so  highly  flammable 
within  the  meaning  of  section  3  of  this  Act  as  to  be  dangerous  when  worn  by  in¬ 
dividuals  if  such  fabric  or  any  uncovered  or  exposed  part  of  such  article  of  wear¬ 
ing  apparel  exhibits  rapid  and  intense  burning  when  tested  under  the  conditions 
and  in  the  manner  prescribed  in  the  Commercial  Standard  promulgated  by  the 
Secretary  of  Commerce  effective  January  30,  1953,  and  identified  as  “Flammability 
of  Clothing  Textiles,  Commercial  Standard  191-53,”  *  *  * 

It.  is  obvious,  for  instance,  that  if  a  textile  fabric  is  so  narrow  that 
it  will  not  fit  the  specimen  holder  prescribed  in  Commercial  Standard 
191-53,  it  cannot  be  “tested  under  the  conditions  and  in  the  manner 
prescribed”  in  Commercial  Standard  191-53.  Committee  counsel  has 
advised  your  committee  that  such  a  narrow  fabric  is  not  included 
within  the  scope  of  the  act.  It  was  not  and  could  not  have  been  the 
congressional  intent  to  ban  from  commerce  arbitrarily  such  very 
narrow  fabrics  simply  because  they  could  not  be  tested  under  the 
■conditions  and  in  the  manner  prescribed  in  Commercial  Standard 
191-53.  Your  committee  believes  that  this  problem  can  be  left  to 
the  discretion  of  the  Federal  Trade  Commission  which  can  interpret 
the  act  reasonably  as  not  including  very  narrow  fabrics  which  cannot 
be  “tested  under  the  conditions  and  in  the  manner  pi'escribed  in” 
Commercial  Standard  191-53,  or  substantially  and  as  closely  as 
possible  under  the  same  conditions  and  in  substantially  and  as  closely 
as  possible  the  same  manner  so  that  their  flammability  can  be  de¬ 
termined  reasonably  and  with  substantially  the  same  accuracy  as 
though  the  tests  had  been  conducted  rigidly  upon  larger  fabrics  under 
the  requirements  of  191-53.  Any  fabric  which  is  so  narrow,  in  the 
opinion  of  the  Federal  Trade  Commission,  as  not  to  lend  itself  to  such 
a  test,  can  safely  be  regarded  as  not  within  the  scope  of  the  Flammable 
Fabrics  Act. 

For  the  reasons  outlined  above,  your  committee  believes  that  the 
bill  as  introduced  and  reported  is  adequate.  The  other  matters 
mentioned  can  be  left  safely  to  the  sound  discretion  of  the  Federal 
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Trade  Commission,  which  can  be  relied  upon  to  interpret  the  act 
reasonably  and  practically  without  unduly  crippling  the  legitimate 
activities  of  business  enterprises  and  without  sacrificing  the  safety 
of  individuals,  in  accordance  with  the  general  purposes  of  the  act. 


EFFECT  OF  BILL 


As  it  has  already  been  explained,  flags  and  handkerchiefs  are  not 
covered  by  present  law.  With  the  exemption  of  scarfs  from  the  act, 
as  this  bill  provides,  the  problem  of  the  unexpected  application  of 
the  act  to  silk  is  largely  solved.  Sample  flammability  tests  on  silks 
were  recently  conducted  with  the  following  results: 


Weight  of  silk: 

3  momme. 

4  momme, 

5  momme, 
8  momme. 


Flame  spread 
3  seconds 
3.3  seconds 
4.1  seconds 
5  seconds 


As  only  those  fabrics  which  burn  in  less  than  4  seconds  are  banned 
by  the  act,  5-momme  silk  would  generally  pass  the  tests  under  the 
present  act.  Four-momme  and  three-momme  silk  (sheer  silk)  is 
imported  in  large  quantities  into  this  country  primarily  in  the  form  of 
handkerchiefs  and  scarfs.  Experts  point  out  that  while  3-momme  and 
4-momme  silks  under  present  tests  burn  in  less  than  4  seconds,  silk 
has  the  characteristics  of  ceasing  to  burn  when  the  flame  is  removed 
from  the  material.  Therefore,  it  presents  much  less  of  a  hazard  than 
pile  synthetic  materials  or  brushed  rayon.  The  fact  is  that  silks  for 
handkerchiefs  and  scarfs  were  used  down  through  the  years  without 
their  ever  being  considered  hazardous.  The  same  is  true  of  the  use 
of  other  plain  surface  fabrics  when  used  for  handkerchiefs  and  scarfs. 

On  the  other  hand,  except  for  handkerchiefs  and  scarfs,  it  is  the 
belief  of  your  committee  that  silk  and  other  plain-surface  fabrics,  like 
any  other  fabric  which  burns  in  less  than  4  seconds  under  the  test 
conditions  outlined  in  this  bill,  should  not  be  used  in  the  manufacture 
of  articles  of  wearing  apparel.  To  the  extent  that  3-momme  or 
4-momme  silk  or  other  plain  surface  fabrics  may  be  banned  from  use  in 
shirts,  nightgowns,  and  other  wearing  apparel  under  this  bill,  that  is 
the  price  of  safety  which  we  must  exact  from  the  producers  of  these 
materials  as  we  do  from  the  producers  of  other  materials  banned  by  the 
act.  Your  committee  will  not  compromise  with  public  safety. 

The  only  other  amendment  added  by  my  bill  is  a  change  in  the  condi¬ 
tions  under  which  the  present  flammability  tests  are  conducted.  The 
industry  and  your  committee  were  surprised  that  certain  conventional 
fabrics,  such  as  organdie,  batiste,  veils,  nettings,  etc.,  with  a  long  record 
of  safety  performance  are  now  banned  by  the  present  tests.  Industry 
representatives  and  experts  point  out  that  the  reason  is  that  samples 
are  not  tested  under  the  conditions  existing  where  those  materials  are 
generally  worn.  At  present,  samples  are  tested  bone  dry.  This  bill 
would  require  samples  to  be  tested  under  the  normal  conditions  under 
which  articles  of  clothing  are  generally  worn,  namely  in  room  tempera¬ 
ture  with  average  humidity.  Experts  have  advised  your  committee 
that  when  so  tested,  conventional  fabrics  such  as  organdies,  batistes, 
veils,  nettings,  etc.,  will  pass  the  test  although  silk  would  not  be 
materially  helped  by  this  change.  Your  committee  believes  this  result 
will  be  more  in  keeping  with  the  professed  purposes  of  the  Flammable 
Fabrics  Act. 
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AGENCY  COMMENTS 

The  Federal  Trade  Commission,  the  Department  of  Commerce,  and 
the  Department  of  State  have  fully  approved  this  bill  and  have  testi¬ 
fied  strongly  in  favor  of  its  enactment  at  the  hearings.  The  bill  is  an 
answer  to  the  legitimate  requests  of  the  industry  affected  by  the 
Flammable  Fabrics  Act.  As  stated  by  the  Federal  Trade  Commission: 

The  reports  of  both  the  Senate  and  House  committees  upon  the  bill  which  be¬ 
came  the  Flammable  Fabrics  Act  emphasized  the  problem  of  fixing  upon  a  stand¬ 
ard  of  flammability  that  would  “discriminate  between  the  conventional  fabrics 
that  present  moderate  and  generally  recognized  hazards  and  the  special  types  of 
fabrics  which  present  unusual  hazards  and  are  highly  dangerous.”  The  proposed 
amendments  would  thus  appear  to  be  consistent  with  the  original  intent  of 
Congress. 

Your  committee  has  unanimously  approved  this  measure  and  recom¬ 
mends  that  the  bill  do  pass. 

DEPARTMENT  AND  AGENCY  COMMENTS 

The  Secretary  of  Commerce, 

Washington  25,  May  10,  1954- 

Hon.  John  W.  Bricner, 

Chairman,  Committee  on  Interstate  and  Foreign  Commerce, 

United  States  Senate,  Washington,  D.  C. 

Dear  Mr.  Chairman:  This  letter  is  in  reply  to  your  recpiest  dated  April  29r 
1954,  for  the  views  of  this  Department  with  respect  to  S.  3379,  a  bill  to  amend 
the  Flammable  Fabrics  Act,  so  as  to  exempt  from  its  application  fabrics  and  wear¬ 
ing  apparel  which  are  not  highly  flammable. 

Control  by  the  Federal  Government  of  interstate  commerce  in  fabrics  which 
expose  the  wearer  thereof  to  unusual  dangers  from  fire  hazards  is  an  exercise  of 
Federal  authority  in  an  entirely  new  field,  The  general  purpose  of  this  legisla¬ 
tion — to  protect  the  public  from  the  danger  surrounding  the  use  in  wearing 
apparel  of  highly  flammable  textiles  of  the  types  which  have  caused  either  bodily 
injury  or  death  to  numerous  individuals — in  our  opinion,  warrants  the  exercise 
of  this  power. 

Manufacturers  and  processors  are  in  accord  with  the  objectives  of  the  act. 
In  the  absence  of  Federal  action  in  this  field,  it  is  very  likely  that  diverse  actions 
taken  by  local  authorities  would  present  a  very  considerable  burden  to  a  business¬ 
man  engaged  in  interstate  commerce. 

The  effective  date  of  the  act  is  June  30,  1954,  1  year  after  the  date  of  its  passage, 
June  30,  1953.  Recently,  there  has  developed  a  growing  awareness  among 
manufacturers  and  processors  of  fabrics,  which  have  been  staples  in  our  fabric 
and  garment  trades,  that  certain  of  such  fabrics,  although  presenting  no  history 
of  special  hazard  to  the  wearer,  would  fall  within  the  ban  of  the  act.  Because 
of  the  effect  of  such  a  ban  on  established  industries  it  was  apparent  that  an  imme¬ 
diate  reexamination  of  the  problem  and  the  law  enacted  to  resolve  the  problem 
was  warranted  to  determine  whether  or  not  restriction  of  these  products  is  neces¬ 
sary  to  achieve  the  purpose  of  the  act. 

Two  specific  areas  have  been  brought  to  our  attention  as  warranting  exceptions 
from  the  prohibitions  of  the  act.  These  are  items  of  wearing  apparel  such  as 
scarfs  and  also  certain  sheer  fabrics  such  as  organdies,  tulles,  and  georgettes. 

Scarfs  are  often  made  of  sheer  silk.  Japanese  exporters  and  domestic  importers 
have  developed  a  considerable  market  for  such  scarfs  and  for  the  fabric  used  in 
their  manufacture.  A  real  economic  problem  would  be  created  for  that  country 
if  the  United  States  market  for  this  product  were  cut  off.  We  are  satisfied  that 
the  economic  aspect  of  such  a  ban  is  important  enough  to  both  countries  to 
warrant  examination  as  to  whether  or  not  an  exception  would  be  justified  on  the 
basis  of  the  purpose  of  the  act  to  prevent  unusual  hazard. 

In  our  opinion,  scarfs  do  not  present  an  unusual  hazard  to  the  wearer.  They 
are  often  worn  in  such  a  way  as  to  be  immediately  removable  from  the  person. 
The  exposed  portion  of  a  sheer  scarf  worn  in  close  proximity  to  the  face  would 
be  exposed  to  ignition  only  under  circumstances  causing  discomfort  to  the  wearer. 
To  the  extent  that  a  sheer  scarf  is  worn  tightly  about  the  head  it  appears  to  present 
no  more  danger  of  ignition  than  the  hair. 
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We  believe,  therefore,  that  scarfs  should  be  excepted  from  the  ban  of  the  act 
and  that  S.  3379,  adequately  and  appropriately  provides  for  such  an  exception. 
There  is  the  additional  safeguard  imposed  by  the  bill  in  limiting  the  exception  to 
scarfs  made  of  plain  surface  fabrics.  This  exception  would  continue  the  ban  on 
scarfs  made  with  pile  or  other  raised  surfaces  which  would  be  conducive  to  easy 
ignition. 


In  this  connection  consideration  should  be  given  to  an  exception  for  handker¬ 
chiefs  which  also  appear  not  to  create  an  unusual  hazard  of  injury.  It  is  our 
opinion,  however,  that  the  exception  for  handkerchiefs  can  be  provided  for  by 
administrative  action  by  the  Federal  Trade  Commission  and  that  no  statutory 
modification  is  necessary. 

There  are  certain  domestically  produced  fabrics  such  as  georgette,  tulle,  and 
organdie  and  such  fabrics  which  have  long  been  a  standard  product,  which  have 
not  been  thought  of  as  unusually  hazardous  but  which  would  fail  by  a  slim  margin 
to  pass  the  standard  of  flammability  established  by  the  act.  It  is  unfortunate 
that  representatives  of  manufacturers  or  processors  of  such  materials  were  not 
aware  of  this  difficulty  and  did  not  present  their  problem  to  the  Congress  during 
the  time  bills  curbing  interstate  commerce  in  flammable  fabrics  were  under 
consideration.  As  in  the  case  of  the  scarf  fabrics  there  is  no  question  but  that  a 
ban  on  these  fabrics  would  have  a  very  significant  effect  on  industry.  In  some 
instances  it  would  put  the  only  fabrics  manufactured  or  processed  by  particular 
manufacturers  off  the  market.  In  the  case  of  these  fabrics,  the  margin  by  which 
they  fail  to  pass  the  burning  standard  which  is  established  by  the  act  is  slight. 
There  is  no  comparison  in  the  character  of  these  fabrics  to  the  dangerous  character 
of  the  brushed  and  pile  surface  fabrics  which  caused  the  nationwide  concern  over 
the  fabric  hazard.  The  latter  type  of  fabric  demonstrates  a  burning  time  of 
considerably  less  than  2  seconds  when  tested  under  the  standards  provided  by 
the  act,  which  sets  4  seconds  as  the  minimum  limit. 

S.  3379  would  resolve  this  aspect  of  the  problem  by  modifying  the  test  to 
provide  that  the  material  should  be  tested  when  it  is  in  equilibrium  in  the  standard 
testing  atmosphere  of  65  percent  relative  humidity  and  70°  Fahrenheit.  Under 
the  existing  standard  the  test  is  made  on  the  material  in  an  extremely  dry  condi¬ 
tion.  The  proposed  change  would  result  in  the  test  being  made  under  conditions 
more  nearly  simulating  ordinary  conditions  of  wear. 

This  modification  of  the  test  proposed  by  S.  3379  is,  in  our  opinion,  reasonable 
and  appropriate.  From  such  discussions  with  industry  and  experts  in  the  field 
as  we  have  been  able  to  contact  since  the  introduction  of  the  bill  we  are  convinced 
that  industry  would  favor  and  be  benefited  by  early  enactment  of  this  measure. 

After  consultation  with  technical  experts  in  the  field  of  flammability  of  textiles 
at  the  National  Bureau  of  Standards  of  the  Department,  we  can  assure  the  com¬ 
mittee  that  enactment  of  this  measure  will  not  result  in  the  exception  from  the 
ban  of  the  law  of  those  highly  flammable  fabrics  which  have  attracted  nationwide 
attention  because  of  their  unusually  hazardous  nature. 

In  general,  and  particularly  in  embarking  upon  control  in  a  new  field  such  as  is 
here  undertaken,  every  precaution  should  be  taken  to  keep  regulation  to  the  bare 
minimum  necessary  to  accomplish  the  purpose  of  the  act.  In  keeping  with  this 
principle  we  urge  early  enactment  of  S.  3379. 

We  have  been  advised  by  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget  that  they  would  interpose 
no  objection  to  the  submission  of  this  letter  to  your  committee. 

If  we  can  be  of  further  assistance  in  this  matter,  please  call  on  us. 

Sincerely  yours, 

Walter  Williams, 

Acting  Secretary  of  Commerce. 


Federal  Trade  Commission, 

May  6,  1954. 

Hon.  John  W.  Bricker, 

Chairman,  Committee  on  Interstate  and  Foreign  Commerce, 

United  States  Senate,  Washington  25,  D.  C. 

My  Dear  Mr.  Chairman:  This  is  in  response  to  your  letter  of  April  29,  1954. 
inviting  the  comments  of  this  agency  concerning  S.  3379,  83d  Congress,  2d 
session,  a  bill  to  amend  the  Flammable  Fabrics  Act,  so  as  to  exempt  from  its 
application  fabrics  and  wearing  apparel  which  are  not  highly  flammable. 

The  first  of  the  proposed  amendments  would  exclude  “scarfs  made  of  plain 
surface  fabrics”  from  the  definition  of  wearing  apparel  in  the  Flammable  Fabrics 
Act.  The  second  proposed  amendment  would  require  that  in  determining 
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whether  fabrics  or  articles  of  wearing  apparel  exhibit  a  rate  of  burning  in  excess 
of  the  prescribed  standard  the  tests,  instead  of  being  made  with  oven-dried 
samples,  shall  be  made  with  samples  which,  after  being  dried,  are  conditioned  to 
equilibrium  in  an  atmosphere  of  70°  Fahrenheit  and  65  percent  relative  humidity. 

It  is  our  understanding  that  the  exclusion  of  scarfs  made  of  plain-surface  fabric 
is  intended  to  permit  the  continued  sale  of  conventional  sheer  materials,  especially 
sheer  silk,  quite  commonly  used  for  scarfs,  but  not  to  exclude  those  having  a  fuzzy 
surface  which  may  be  liable  to  flash  burning.  Similarly,  it  is  our  understanding 
that  the  proposed  change  in  the  required  testing  method  is  intended  to  avoid 
the  probable  result  of  the  application  of  the  fiammabilitv  standard  now  prescribed 
in  preventing  future  use  of  a  number  of  sheer  fabrics  heretofore  commonly  used 
as  dress  materials. 

It  is  our  information  that  the  proposed  change  in  the  standard  would  not 
materially  alter  the  effect  of  the  act  in  the  case  of  so-called  torch  sweaters,  cowboy 
playsuits,  and  similar  napped  fabrics.  Further,  the  act  contains  a  provision 
that  if  at  any  time  the  Secretary  of  Commerce  finds  that  the  flammability  standards 
provided  in  the  act  are  inadequate  for  the  protection  of  the  public  interest  “he 
shall  submit  to  the  Congress  a  report  setting  forth  his  findings  together  with  such 
proposals  for  legislation  as  he  deems  appropriate.” 

The  reports  of  both  the  Senate  and  House  committees  upon  the  bill  which 
became  the  Flammable  Fabrics  Act  emphasized  the  problem  of  fixing  upon  a 
standard  of  flammability  that  would  “discriminate  between  the  conventional 
fabrics  that  present  moderate  and  generally  recognized  hazards  and  the  special 
types  of  fabrics  which  present  unusual  hazards  and  are  highly  dangerous.”  The 
proposed  amendments  would  thus  appear  to  be  consistent  with  the  original  intent 
of  Congress. 

The  Commission  has  no  information  which  would  warrant  the  expression  of 
objection  to  the  proposed  amendments. 

By  direction  of  the  Commission. 

Sincerely  yours, 


Edward  F.  Howrey,  Chairman. 

N.  B. — Pursuant  to  regulations,  this  report  was  submitted  to  the  Bureau  of  the 
Budget  on  May  6,  1954,  and  on  May  6,  1954,  the  Commission  was  advised  that 
there  would  be  no  objection  to  the  submission  of  the  report  to  the  committee. 

Robert  M.  Parrish,  Secretary. 


CHANGES  IN  EXISTING  LAW 

In  compliance  with  subsection  (4)  of  rule  XXIX  of  the  Standing 
Rules  of  the  Senate,  changes  in  existing  law  made  by  the  bill,  as 
reported,  are  shown  as  follows  (new  matter  is  printed  in  italics,  existing 
law  in  which  no  change  is  proposed  is  shown  in  roman) : 

Flammable  Fabrics  Act 

Sec.  2.  (d)  The  term  “article  of  wearing  apparel”  means  any  costume  or  article 
of  clothing  worn  or  intended  to  be  worn  by  individuals  except  hats,  gloves, 
scarfs  made  of  plain  surface  fabrics,  and  footwear:  Provided,  however,  That  such 
hats  do  not  constitute  or  form  part  of  a  covering  for  the  neck,  face,  or  shoulders 
when  worn  by  individuals:  Provided  further,  That  such  gloves  are  not  more  than 
fourteen  inches  in  length  and  are  not  affixed  to  or  do  not  form  an  integral  part  of 
another  garment:  And  provided  further,  That  such  footwear  does  not  consist  of 
hosiery  in  whole  or  in  part  and  is  not  affixed  to  or  does  not  form  an  integral  part 
of  another  garment. 

standard  of  flammability 

Sec.  4.  (a)  Any  fabric  or  article  of  wearing  apparel  shall  be  deemed  so  highly 
flammable  within  the  meaning  of  section  3  of  this  Act  as  to  be  dangerous  when 
worn  by  individuals  if  such  fabric  or  any  uncovered  or  exposed  part  of  such 
article  of  wearing  apparel  exhibits  rapid  and  intense  burning  when  tested  under 
the  conditions  and  in  the  manner  prescribed  in  the  Commercial  Standard  pro¬ 
mulgated  by  the  Secretary  of  Commerce  effective  January  30,  1953,  and  identified 
as  “Flammability  of  Clothing  Textiles,  Commercial  Standard  191-53”,  or  exhibits 
a  rate  of  burning  in  excess  of  that  specified  in  paragraph  3.11  of  the  Commercial 
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Standard  promulgated  by  the  Secretary  of  Commerce  effective  May  22,  1953, 
and  identified  as  “General  Purpose  Vinyl  Plastic  Film,  Commercial  Standard 
192-53”.  For  the  purposes  of  this  Act,  such  Commercial  Standard  191-53  shall 
apply  with  respect  to  the  hats,  gloves,  and  footwear  covered  by  section  2  (d)  of 
this  Act,  notwithstanding  any  exception  contained  in  such  Commercial  Standard 
with  respect  to  hats,  gloves,  and  footwear. 

(b)  If  at  any  time  the  Secretary  of  Commerce  finds  that  the  Commercial  Stand¬ 
ards  referred  to  in  subsection  (a)  of  tMs  section  are  inadequate  for  the  protection 
of  the  public  interest,  he  shall  submit  to  the  Congress  a  report  setting  forth  his 
findings  together  with  such  proposals  for  legislation  as  I  e  deems  appropriate. 

(c)  Notwithstanding  the  -provisions  of  Commercial  Standard  191-53,  setting  forth 
the  conditions  under  which  samples  of  fabrics  and  articles  of  wearing  apparel  are  to 
be  tested ,  the  tests  shall  bs  made  upm  samples  which  after  having  been  previously 
dried  are  conditioned  to  equilibrium  in  the  standard  textile  testing  atmosphere  of  65 
per  centum  relative  humidity  and  seventy  degrees  Fahrenheit. 

o 


83d  CONGRESS 
2d  Session 


Calendar  No.  1327 

S.  3379 

[Report  No.  1323] 


IN  THE  SENATE  OE  THE  UNITED  STATES 

April  29  (legislative-day,  April  14),  1954 

Mr.  Purtell  introduced  the  following  bill ;  which  was  read  twice  and  referred 
to  the  Committee  on  Interstate  and  Foreign  Commerce 

May  12  (legislative  day,  April  14),  1954 
Reported  by  Mr.  Purtell,  without  amendment 


A  BILL 

To  amend  the  Elammable  Fabrics  Act,  so  as  to  exempt  from  its 
application  fabrics  and  wearing  apparel  which  are  not  highly 
flammable. 

1  Be  it  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  House  of  Representa- 

2  tives  of  the  United  States  of  America  in  Congress  assembled, 

3  That  the  Elammable  Fabrics  Act  (67  Stat.  Ill ;  15  U.  S.  C. 

4  secs.  1191-1200)  is  amended  as  follows: 

5  (1)  In  section  2  (d)  after  the  comma  following:  “hats, 

6  gloves”  insert  “scarfs  made  of  plain  surface  fabrics”;  and 

7  (2)  after  subsection  (b)  of  section  4  insert  the  following: 

8  “(c)  Notwithstanding  the  provisions  of  Commercial 

9  Standard  191-53,  setting  forth  the  conditions  under  which 
10  samples  of  fabrics  and  articles  of  wearing  apparel  are  to  be 
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1  tested,  the  tests  shall  be  made  upon  samples  which  after 

2  having  been  previously  dried  are  conditioned  to  equilibrium 

3  in  the  standard  textile  testing  atmosphere  of  65  per  centum 

4  relative  humidity  and  seventy  degrees  Fahrenheit.'’ 
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HIGHLIGHTS :  Senate  commit! 
prove  Southeastern  Forest  Fd^e  Compact.  Senate  c^iimittee  reported  Farrington  nom¬ 
ination  to  CCC  Board.  SenateVassed  bill  on  la^t  management  in  Eden  project,  Wyo. 
Senate  passed  bill  to  modify  Fl^imable  Fabrics/Act.  House  committee  reported 
emergency  farm  loans  bill.  Reps  ,\Jones  and  Hoffman  criticized  ASC  committee  opera¬ 
tions  in  Ho.  and  Rich, 


lc  RATER  FACILITIES  LOANS*  The  Agriculture  and  Forestry  Committee  reported  with 
amendments- 3..  3137,  to  increase / the  limit  on' individual  loans  under  the  hater 
Facilities  Act  and  to  make  the/Act  aoplrpable  to  the  entire  country  (S.  Rept. 
1371)  (p.  6253) x  Sen.  Aiken  gave  a  list  or^additional  cosponsors  of  the  bill 
(pp.  6258-9). 

2,  FORESTRY,  The  Agriculture  and  Forestry  Committee  reported  without  amendment  S. 

2766,  granting  the  coijident  and  approval  of  Congress  to  the  Southeastern  Inter¬ 
state  Forest  Fire  Prelection  Compact  (5,  Rept.  1372)  (p*  6256). 

3.  CCC  NOIINATIONo  Tide  Agriculture  and  Forestry  Commit tep  reported  the  nomination 

of  Robert  L*  Farrington  to  be  a  member  of  the  Board  ofNjirectcrs  of  tlie  Commodit; 
Credit  Corporation  (p0  6271) « 

4o  HOLIDAY.  Tlrd  Judicial  Committee  reported  without  amendment NH.  R.  7766,  to 
change  the  name  of  Armistice  Day  to  "Veterans 1  Day"  (S,  Rept .\L359) (p »  6256), 

5.  SOIL  CONSERVATION.  Passed  without  amendment  H.  R.  7057,  to  authorize  the  Secre¬ 
taries  of  Agriculture  and  Interior  to  transfer,  exchange,  and  dispose  of  land  in 
this  Elen  project,  Wyo.  (p*  6262).  This  bill  will  now  be  sent  to  th\ President, 


6.  PUBLIC  LAUDS.  Passed  without  amendment  H.  R.  6186,  to  authorize  the  Sec 
the  Interior  to  .grant  a  preference  right  to  users  of  withdrawn  public  la 
grazing  purposes  when  the  lands  are  restored  from  the  withdrawal  (p.  6266 
This  bill  will  now  be  sent  to  the  President# 


etary 


H»  R,  2512,  to  modernize  the  Small  Tract  Act  ?  was  placed  at  the  foot  of 
calendar  at  the  request,  of  Sen.,  Smathers  (pQ  6287)  o 


7 e  FLAMABLE  FABRICS.,  Passed  without  amendment  So  3319 s  to  amend  the  Flammable  Fab¬ 
rics  Act  so  as  to  exempt  fabrics  and  wearing  apparel  which  are  not  highly  flam¬ 
mable  (pp0  6284-5) * 


8.  RECLAI  ‘ATION 


Secret? 


sed  with  amendments  So  118 ,  to  authorize  the 
Interior  to  obstruct.,  operate,  and  maintain  the  Washita  River  Ba 
project,  Oklac  \pp<,  6279-82) 


of  the 
reclamation 


9®  CIVIL  DEFENSE o  Pas 
through  June  30, 
Defense '(p>  6290) 0 


with  amendment  H?  R«  7308,  which  (as  amended)  would  extend 
,  the  emergency  powers  of  the  Administrator  of  Civil  ' 


10 n  VIRGIN  ISLANDS*  Passed  \jith  amendments  So  3378,  to  revise  the  Organic  Act  of 
the  Virgin  Islands  (pp0  6292-7)  0  ‘  'The  bill  includes  amendments  to  the  animal 
'and  'poultry  quarantine  laws  (see ‘Digest  88)  0  H.  R0  5^81,  as  reported  in  the 
Houde  ’oh  ”ay  13,  contains  similar  amendments 0 

.  \  '  . .  . 

11.  ED  VC  ATI  ON,  Sen0  Wiley  spoke  in  favor  of  adequate  ‘funds  to  carry  out  the  George- 
'  ‘Barden  Act  regarding  vccationafv education  in  apiculture,  etce  (p.  6267) 

12,  BALKING  AND  CURRENCY.  Sen®  Bush  defended  the/Federal  Reserve  Board  against 

recent  criticism  by  Hep*  Patman  (pp\  6267- 

13 «  ELECTRIFICATION.  So  3090,  to •  authoriz\jn^nsmission  and  disposition  of  electric 
energy  generated  at  Falcon  Dam,  was  discussed  and  passed  over  at  the  request  of 
Sen,  Morse  (pG  6292 )„  / 

HOUSE 

14 FARM  LOANS,  The  Agriculture  Committee  reported\with  amendment  Hc  R«  87L8,  to 
eliminate  the  requirement  that .economic  disaster \loans  be  restricted  to  areas 
designated  by  the  President,  pid  make  additional  funds  available  for  economic 
emergency  loans  (He  Kept.  l60R)  (p,  63L8) 

Received  a  proposed  tnd.1  from  FCA  to  authorize  Nth e  Central  Bank  for 
4  Cooperatives  and  the  regional  banks  for.  cooperatives  t-o  issue  consolidated 
•  debentures;  to  Agriculture  Committee  (p.  63L8) 

15.  PUBLIC  LANDS,  Received  the  conference  report  on  H,  R*  l8i**o  to  amend  the 

Recreation  Act  of  June  lb,  1926,  so  as  to  broaden. the  IntehqLor  Department's 
authority  to  make  glands  available  for  public  purposes  to  Stsftes  and  local 
governments,  or  tt>  nonprofit  organizations  intending  to  use  such  lands  for 
public  purposes, /(H,  Rept •,  l6o5)  (pp.  6316-7), 

Passed  as; reported  H,  Re  7111>  to  authorize  the  grant  or  retrocession  to 
.  ,  a  Statp  of  concurrent  jurisdiction  over  Federal  lands  as  may  be  necessary  for 
roads  and  o^her  rights-of-way  (pp„  6321-1) c 

16,  RECLAMATION.  A  subcommittee’  approved  for  reporting  to  the  Interior  .and  Insular’ 

,  Afi airs/Committee  H„  R-  236,-  authorizing  construction  of  the  Fryingpan-Arkansas 
project,  Colo*,  and  H,  R,  8520,  to  provide  ‘for  construction  by  Interior  bf  the 
Ainsworth,  Lavaca  Flats,  Mirage  Flats,  .xtension,  and  O'Neill  irrigation 
developments  as  units  of  the  Missouri  River  Basin  project  (p.  L’539). 


Sod  CONGKESS 
2d  Session 


R.  9193 


IN  THE  HOUSE  OE  REPRESENTATIVES 

Mat  18, 1954 

Mr.  Patterson  introduced  the  following  bill ;  which  was  referred  to  the  Com¬ 
mittee  on  Interstate  and  Foreign  Commerce 


A  BILL 

To  amend  tlie  Flammable  Fabrics  Act,  so  as  to  exempt  from 
its  application  fabrics  and  wearing  apparel  which  are  not 
highly  flammable. 

1  Be  it  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  House  of  Representa- 

2  tives  of  the  United  States  of  America  in  Congress  assembled, 

3  That  the  Flammable  Fabrics  Act  (67  Stat.  Ill;  15 

4  U.  S.  C  secs.  1191-1200)  is  amended  as  follows: 

5  (1)  In  section  2  (d)  after  the  comma  following: 

6  “hats,  gloves”  insert  “scarfs  made  of  plain  surface  fabrics”; 

7  and 

8  (2)  After  subsection  (b)  of  section  4  insert  the  fol- 

9  lowing : 

10  “(c)  Notwithstanding  the  provisions  of  Commercial 


I 


2 


1  Standard  191-53,  setting  forth  the  eonditions  under  which 

2  samples  of  fabrics  and  articles  of  wearing  apparel  are  to 

3  be  tested,  the  tests  shall  he  made  upon  samples  which  after 

4  having  been  previously  dried  are  conditioned  to  equilibrium 

5  in  the  standard  textile  testing  atmosphere  of  65  per  centum 

6  relative  humidity  and  seventy  degrees  Fahrenheit.” 
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glble  for  admission,  on  the  same  terms  that 
aPPJj  to  other  Indians,  to  hospitals  and 
schools  maintained  by  the  United  States  in 
the  sts^te  of  Oklahoma. 

Mr.  DANIEL.  Mr.  President,  I  offer 
an  amendment  to  the  committee  amend¬ 
ment,  which  I  send  to  the  desk  and  ask 
to  have  sta!red. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
clerk  will  statk  the  amendment  offered 
by  the  Senator  from  Texas. 

The  Chief  Cleric.  On  page  2,  line  18, 
it  is  proposed  to  stride  out  “for  a  period 
of  5  years.’ 

Mr.  DANIEL.  Mr.  ftosident,  the  pur¬ 
pose  of  this  amendment  is  simply  to 
strike  the  limitation  of  5  years  with  ref¬ 
erence  to  members  of  the  Alabama  and 
Coushatta  Tribes  attending  hospitals 
and  schools  furnished  by  tft^  Federal 
Government  in  Oklahoma.  Some  of 
these  Indians  have  been  attending  In¬ 
dian  schools  and  hospitals  in  Oklahoma, 
and,  rather  than  have  a  limitation  of  5 
years  placed  upon  them,  it  is  thought 
more  desirable  simply  to  provide  that 
long  as  the  hospitals  and  schools  are 
maintained  for  the  Indians,  the  mem¬ 
bers  of  the  Texas  tribes  may  attend 
them. 

Mr.  WATKINS.  Mr.  President,  I  ac¬ 
cept  the  amendment. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Question  is  on  agreeing  to  the  amend¬ 
ment  offered  by  the  Senator  from  Texas 
to  the  committee  amendment. 

The  amendment  to  the  amendment 
was  agreed  to. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Question  is  on  agreeing  to  the  committee 
amendment  as  amended. 

The  amendment,  as  amended,  was 
agreed  to. 

The  bill  was  ordered  to  be  engrossed 
for  a  third  reading,  read  the  third  time, 
and  passed,  as  follows: 

Be  it  enacted,  etc..  That  the  Secretary  of 
the  Interior  is  authorized  to  convey  to  the 
State  of  Texas  the  lands  held  in  trust  by  the 
United  States  for  the  tribe  of  Indians  or¬ 
ganized  and  known  as  the  Alabama  and 
Coushatta  Tribes  of  Texas,  located  in  Polk 
County,  Tex.;  and  such  tribe  is  authorized 
to  convey  to  the  State  of  Texas  the  lands 
purchased  for  and  deeded  to  the  Alabama 
Indians  in  accordance  with  an  act  of  ti 
legislature  of  the  State  of  Texas  approved 
February  3,  1854,  located  in  Polk  County, 
Tex.  All  of  the  lands  so  conveyed  shall  be 
held  by  the  State  of  Texas  in  trust  /or  the 
benefit  of  the  Indians  of  the  Alabama  and 
Coushatta  Tribes  of  Texas,  subject  to  such 
conditions  regarding  management  and  use 
as  the  State  of  Texas  may  prescribe  and  the 
disposition  of  such  lands  shall  be  subject  to 
approval  of  a  majority  of  thg'  adult  members 
of  the  Alabama  and  Coyihattg  Tribes  of 
Texas. 

Sec.  2.  Upon  the  con/eyance  to  the  State 
of  Texas  of  the  landsLheld  in  trust  by  the 
United  States  for  thp^Alabama  and  Coushatta 
Tribes  of  Texas,  thg  Secretary  of  the  Interior 
shall  publish  in  the  Federal  Register  a  proc¬ 
lamation  decljynng  that  the  Federal  trust 
relationship  t / such  tribe  and  its  members 
has  terminated.  Thereafter  such  tribe  and 
its  members  shall  not  be  entitled  to  any  of 
the  services  performed  by  the  United  States 
for  Indjnns  because  of  their  status  as  In¬ 
dians  -./Provided,  That  after  the  date  of  this 
act  afch  Indians  shall  be  eligible  for  admis¬ 
sion;  on  the  same  terms  that  apply  to  other 
Indians,  to  hospitals  and  schools  maintained 
the  United  States  in  the  State  of 
Oklahoma. 


Sec.  3.  Effective  on  the  date  of  the  proc¬ 
lamation  provided  for  in  section  2  of  this 
act,  all  powers  of  the  Secretary  of  the  In¬ 
terior  or  any  other  officer  of  the  United 
States  to  take,  review,  or  approve  any  action 
under  the  constitution  and  bylaws  of  the 
Alabama  and  Coushatta  Tribes  of  Texas  ap¬ 
proved  on  August  19,  1938,  pursuant  to  the 
act  of  June  18,  1934  (48  Stat.  984),  are  ter¬ 
minated.  Any  powers  conferred  upon  the 
tribe  by  its  constitution  and  bylaws  that 
are  inconsistent  with  the  provisions  of  this 
act  are  terminated.  Such  termination  shall 
not  affect  the  power  of  the  tribe  to  take  any 
action  under  its  constitution  and  bylaws 
that  is  consistent  with  this  act  without  the 
participation  of  the  Secretary  or  other  officer 
of  the  United  States  in  such  action. 

Sec.  4.  The  indebtedness  of  the  Alabama 
and  Coushatta  Tribes  of  Texas  to  the  United 
States  incurred  under  the  provisions  of  the 
act  of  May  29,  1928  (45  Stat.  883,  900),  is 
canceled,  effective  on  the  date  of  the  proc¬ 
lamation  to  be  issued  in  accordance  with 
the  provisions  of  section  2  of  this  act. 

Sec.  5.  The  corporate  charter  of  the  Ala¬ 
bama  and  Coushatta  Tribes  of  Texas  issued 
pursuant  to  the  act  of  June  18,  1934  (48 
Stat.  984),  ratified  on  October  17,  1939,  is 
revoked,  effective  on  the  date  of  the  proc¬ 
lamation  to  be  issued  in  accordance  with  the/ 
provisions  of  section  2  of  this  act. 

sc.  6.  On  and  after  the  date  of  the  pnrfc- 
larikation  to  be  issued  in  accordance  with  the 
provisions  of  section  2  of  this  act,  all  statutes 
of  the  United  States  which  afreet  , Indians 
because\of  their  status  as  Indians  shall  no 
longer  be  applicable  to  the  Alabama  and 
Coushatta\Tribes  of  Texas  or  tHe  members 
thereof,  except  as  provided  in/section  2  of 
this  act,  andNthe  laws  of  the^several  States 
shall  apply  to\he  tribe  ant?  its  members  in 
the  same  manlier  as  they  apply  to  other 
citizens  or  person^  withiri'  their  jurisdiction. 

Sec.  7.  Nothing  ih  thjiS  act  shall  affect  the 
status  of  the  memb'fefS  of  the  Alabama  and 
Coushatta  Tribes  of  Texas  as  citizens  of  the 
United  States,  or  ^4hail^  affect  their  rights, 
privileges,  immunities,  and  obligations  as 
such  citizens. 

Sec.  8.  TheAct  of  June  1934  (48  Stat. 
984) ,  as  amended  by  the  act  of  June  15,  1935 
(49  Stat.  387) ,  shall  not  applyy.  to  the  tribe 
and  its  members  after  the  date  i)f  the  proc- 
lamtionAo  be  issued  in  accordance  with  the 
provisions  of  section  2  of  this  act.'*. 


CIMBURSEMENT  OF  SOUTH 
KOTA  STATE  HOSPITAL  FOR 
INSANE 

The  Senate  proceeded  to  consider  the  ' 
bill  (S.  1794)  to  reimburse  the  South  Da¬ 
kota  State  Hospital  for  the  Insane  for 
the  care  of  Indian  patients. 

Mr.  HENDRICKSON.  Mr.  President, 
I  offer  an  amendment  which  I  ask  to 
have  stated. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
clerk  will  state  the  amendment. 

The  Legislative  Clerk.  On  page  1, 
line  9,  immediately  preceding  the  period, 
it  is  proposed  to  insert  a  colon  and  the 
following : 

Provided,  That  no  part  of  the  amount  ap¬ 
propriated  in  this  act  in  excess  of  10  percent 
thereof  shall  be  paid  or  delivered  to  or  re¬ 
ceived  by  any  agent  or  attorney  on  account 
of  services  rendered  in  connection  with  this 
claim,  and  the  same  shall  be  unlawful,  any 
contract  to  the  contrary  notwithstanding. 
Any  person  violating  the  provisions  of  this 
act  shall  be  deemed  guilty  of  a  misdemeanor 
and  upon  conviction  thereof  shall  be  fined 
in  any  sum  not  exceeding  $1,000. 

Mr.  HENDRICKSON.  Mr.  President, 
the  amendment  merely  provides  the 


standard  attorney’s  fee,  which  is  in,* 
eluded  in  most  of  the  bills  of  this  type. 

Mr.  WATKINS.  Mr.  President,  Will 
the  Senator  yield?  / 

Mr.  HENDRICKSON.  I  yield. 

Mr.  WATKINS.  I  call  the  Senator’s 
attention  to  the  fact  that  this  is  a  claim 
presented  by  the  South  Dakota  State 
Hospital  for  the  Insane.  I  assume  that 
the  attorney  general  of  South  Dakota, 
who  is  in  the  public  service,  receives  a 
salary  from  the  State  .for  his  services  in 
presenting  such  claijns,  so  probably  the 
amendment  would  hot  apply.  However. 
I  have  no  objection  if  it  has  been  the 
practice  to  include  such  amendments. 

Mr.  HENDRICKSON.  It  would  not 
make  and  difference,  because  the  State 
could  always  -retain  a  private  lawyer. 

Mr.  WATKINS.  I  assume  so,  but  this 
case  was'  presented  by  the  State  itself 
through  its  own  legal  adviser. 

DNDRICKSON.  I  have  merely 
followed  the  usual  procedure. 

i  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
lestion  is  on  agreeing  to  the  amend¬ 
ment  offered  by  the  Senator  from  New 
Jersey  [Mr.  Hendrickson]. 

The  amendment  was  agreed  to. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
question  is  on  the  engrossment  and  third 
reading  of  the  bill. 

The  bill  was  ordered  to  be  engrossed 
for  a  third  reading,  read  the  third  time, 
and  passed,  as  follows: 

Be  it  enacted,  etc..  That  the  Secretary  of 
the  Treasury  is  authorized,  and  directed  to 
pay,  out  of  any  money  in  the  Treasury  not 
otherwise  appropriated,  to  the  South  Dakota 
State  Hospital  for  the  Insane,  Yankton, 
S.  Dak.,  the  sum  of  $8,124.29,  in  full  satis¬ 
faction  of  its  claim  against  the  United  States 
for  compensation  for  services  furnished  In¬ 
dian  patients  from  the  Roseud  and  Pine 
Ridge  Indian  Agencies:  Provided,  That  no 
part  of  the  amount  appropriated  in  this  act 
in  excess  of  10  percent  thereof  shall  be  paid 
or  delivered  to  or  received  by  any  agent  or 
attorney  on  account  of  services  rendered  in 
connection  with  this  claim,  and  the  same 
shall  be  unlawful,  any  contract  to  the  con¬ 
trary  notwithstanding.  Any  person  violating 
the  provisions  of  this  act  shall  be  deemed 
guilty  of  a  misdemeanor  and  upon  conviction 
thereof  shall  be  fined  in  any  sum  not  exceed¬ 
ing  $1,000. 

FACILITIES  FOR  TREATMENT  OF  IN¬ 
DIANS  AT  ALBUQUERQUE,  N.  MEX. 

ie  bill  (S.  3364)  to  amend  the  act 
of  October  31,  1949  (63  Stat.  1049),  was 
considered,  ordered  to  be  engrossed  for 
a  thir<k/eading,  read  the  third  time,  and 
passed,  'as  follows : 

Be  it  erihcted,  etc.,  That  section  1,  of  sub¬ 
section  (b)\pf  the  act  of  October  31,  1949 
(63  Stat. '1049V  is  hereby  amended  by  delet¬ 
ing  the  figureV‘1954,”  wherever  the  same 
appears  in  the  thud  and  fourth  provisos,  and 
by  inserting  in  lie\thereof  the  figure  “1957”; 
and  by  deleting  tl«!  figure  “1953”  in  the 
fourth  proviso,  anck  by  inserting  in  lieu 
thereof  the  figure  “198  " 


ENROLL- 
OF  CALI- 


EXTENSION  OF  TIMI 
MENT  OF  INDIANS 
FORNIA 

The  Senate  proceeded  to  consider  the 
bill  (H.  R.  2974)  to  extend  thek.time  for 
enrollment  of  the  Indians  of  CaMfornia, 
and  for  other  purposes,  which  hadbeen 
reported  from  the  Committee  on  Interior 
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tion,”  and  insert  "organization  or  per¬ 
sons  whose  services  he  may  deem  help¬ 
ful”;  and  in  line  18,  after  the  word  “Gov- 
theThirdSsentence  ‘For  the  purposes  of  ernment”,  to  insert  “To  the  extent  that 

_  /  J  \  A#  4-Vxio  wViPn  t.Tl  P.  ScC- 


and  Insular  Affairs  with  amendments, 
on  page  1,  line  9,  after  the  numerals 
“1955”,  to  insert  “and  by  inserting  after 
^ t.hp  rnirnoses  of 


clause  (d)  of  this  section,  when  the  Sec¬ 
retary  of  tire  Interior  is  satisfied  that 
reasonable  and  diligent  efforts  have  been 
made  to  locate  ^  person  whose  name  is  on 
said  roll  and  that  such  person  cannot  be 
located,  he  may  presume  that  such  per- 
son  died  prior  to  the  date  of  approvaj  of 
this  act,  and  his  presumption  shall  be 
conclusive’  and  on  page  2,  line  9,  after 
"(45  Stat.  602)”,  to  insert  “as  amended 
by  the  act  of  April  29,  1930  (46  Stat. 

259) \ 

The  amendments  were  agreed  to. 

The  amendments  were  ordered  to  be 
engrossed  and  the  bill  to  be  read  a  third 
time. 

The  bill  was  read  the  third  time  and 
passed. 

CONSTRUCTION  OF  CERTAIN  FA' 
ITIES  FOR  IRRIGATION  AND  DO-'1 
MESTIC  USE  OF  WATER  FROM 
THE  SANTA  MARGARITA  RIVER, 
CALIF. — BILL  PASSED  OVER 
The  bill  (H.  R.  5731)  to  authorize  the 
Secretary  of  the  Interior  to  construct, 
operate,  and  maintain  certain  facilities 
to  provide  water  for  irrigation  and  do¬ 
mestic  use  from  the  Santa  Margarita 
River,  Calif.,  and  the  joint  utilization 
of  a  dam  and  reservoir  and  other  water- 
work  facilities  by  the  Department  of  the 
Interior  and  the  Department  of  the  Navy, 
and  for  other  purposes,  was  announced 
as  next  in  order. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is  there 
objection  to  the  present  consideration 
of  the  bill? 

Mr.  SMATHERS.  By  request,  I  ask 
that  the  bill  go  over. 

Mr.  KNOWLAND.  Will  the  Senator 
from  Florida  withhold  his  objection  for 
a  moment? 

Mr.  SMATHERS.  I  shall  be  happy 
to  do  so. 

Mr.  KNOWLAND.  Would  the  Senator 
mind  indicating  for  whom  objection  was 
entered,  so  that  opportunity  may  be  af¬ 
forded  to  try  to  convince  the  Senators 
concerned  that  the  objection,  at  least  in 
the  judgment  of  the  proponents  of  the 
bill,  is  not  valid?  / 

Mr.  SMATHERS.  The  objection  has 
been  filed  by  two  Senators:  The  able 
leader  of  the  Independent  Party!  the  dis¬ 
tinguished  Senator  from  Qfegon  [Mr. 
Morse],  and  the  distinguished  senior 
Senator  from  Alabama  [Mr.  Hill]. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  bill 
will  be  passed  over.  / 


provision  is  made  in  any  regulation  of 
the  Secretary  of  the  Treasury  for  inspec¬ 
tion  of  the  loading,  stowage,  or  securing 
of  bulk  grain  or  other  similar  bulk 
cargoes  or  the  issuance  of  any  certificate 
in  connection  therewith  by  any  private 
organization  or  person,  the  Secretary  of 
the  Treasury  shall  give  due  consideration 
to  all  organizations  and  persons  qualified 
and  willing  to  perform  such  work”,  so 
as  to  make  the  bill  read : 

Be  it  enacted,  etc.,  That,  to  provide  for 
greater  safety  of  life  and  property  at  sea, 
the  Secretary  of  the  Treasury  is  authorized 
to  make  such  rules  and  regulations  and  to 
prescribe  such  restrictions  and  conditions  as 
he  deems  necessary  for  the  loading,  stowage, 
and  securing  of  grain  and  other  similar  bulk 
cargoes  that  present  hazards  to  the  stability 
of  vessels  by  shifting. 

Sec.  2.  This  act  shall  apply  to  all  vessels 
of  the  United  States  and  to  foreign  vessels< 
loading  grain  and  such  other  similar  bulk‘ 
argoes  at  any  port  of  the  United  States,  il 
rritories  or  possessions,  except  vessels 

ted 


such  violation  on  the  part  of  the  owfier, 
charterer,  agent,  master,  or  person  in  charge 
of  the  vessel,  such  vessel  shall  be  liable  for 
the  penalty  and  may  be  seized  and  proceeded 
against  by  way  of  libel  in  the  distinct  court 
of  the  United  States  in  any  distryA  in  which 
such  vessel  may  be  found. 

Sec.  7.  When  the  death  or/bodily  injury 
of  any  person  results  from  Jme  violation  of 
this  act  or  any  regulations'  made  in  pursu¬ 
ance  thereof,  the  person  or  persons  who  shall 
have  knowingly  violated/ir  caused  to  be  vio¬ 
lated  such  provisions  or  regulations  shall  be 
fined  not  more  thary'$10,000  or  imprisoned 
not  more  than  10  yoars,  or  both. 

Sec.  8.  Nothing  .contained  in  this  act  shall 
be  construed  t<y  relieve  any  vessel  subject 
to  the  provisions  of  this  act  from  any  of  the 
requirements/bf  title  52  (secs.  4399  to  4500, 
inclusive)  o l  the  Revised  Statutes  or  Acts 
amendatory  or  supplementary  thereto  and 
regulations  thereunder  applicable  to  such 
vessel,  which  are  not  inconsistent  herewith. 

amendments  were  agreed  to. 
te  bill  was  ordered  to  be  engrossed 
fefr  a  third  reading,  read  the  third  time, 
tnd  passed.  _ 


ting  solely  on  inland  waters  of  the  Ui 
es  or  on  the  Great  Lakes. 

ithor- 
to  grain 
lity  with 
5n  2,  chap- 
constitute 


SAFETY  OF  LIFE  AND  PROPERTY  AT 
/SEA 

The  Senate  proceeded  to  consider  the 
bill  (S.  602)  to  provide  for  greater  safety 
of  life  and  property  at  sea  by  author¬ 
izing  the  Secretary  of  the  Treasury  to 
prescribe,  rules  for  the  loading,  stowage, 
and  securing  of  grain  and  other  similar 
bulk  cargoes,  which  had  been  reported 
from' the  Committee  on  Interstate  and 
Foreign  Commerce  with  amendments,  on 
page  2,  line  14,  after  the  word  “any”,  to 
strike  out  “private  nonprofit  organiza- 


er; 

Stai 

Se<\3.  The  rules  and  regulations 
ized  by  this  act,  in  their  applicatio: 
cargoes  in  bulk,  shall  be  in  confo: 
and  in  implementation  of  regula 
ter  VI,  of  the  regulations  whii 
an  integral  part  of  the  International  Con¬ 
vention  for  the  Safety  of  Life  at  Sea,  1948. 

Sec.  4.  In  the  establishment,  administra¬ 
tion,  and  enforcement  of  the  rules  and  regu¬ 
lations  hereunder,  the  Secretary  of  the  Treas¬ 
ury  may  avail  himself  of  the  advice,  services, 
and  facilities  of  any  .terganization  or  persons 
whose  services  he  may^eem  helpful,  or,  with 
the  consent  of  the  heachthereof ,  of  any  ex¬ 
ecutive  department,  independent  establish¬ 
ment,  or  other-  'agency  of  the  Government. 
To  the  extent '  that  provisions  made  in  any 
regulation  of  the  Secretary  o\  the  Treasury 
for  inspection  of  the  loadingKstowage,  or 
securing  of  bulk  grain  or  other  similar  bulk 
cargoes  or  the  issuance  of  any  certificate  in 
connection  therewith  by  any  private  organ¬ 
ization  or  person,  the  Secretary  of  thevrreas- 
ury shall  give  due  consideration  to  all  organ¬ 
izations  and  persons  qualified  and  willing  to 
perform  such  work, 

Sec.  5.  The  Secretary  of  the  Treasury  ma1 
upon  his  own  knowledge,  or  upon  the  sworrJ 
information  of  any  citizen  of  the  United 
States,  that  any  vessel  subject  to  this  act 
is  violating  any  of  the  provisions  thereof  or 
the  regulations  established  hereunder,  by 
written  order  served  on  the  matter,  person 
in  charge  of  such  vessel,  or  the  owner  or 
charterer  thereof,  or  the  agent  of  the  owner 
or  charterer,  detain  such  vessel  until  such 
time  as  the  vessel  is  in  full  compliance  with 
the  provisions  of  this  act  and  of  the  regu¬ 
lations  established  hereunder.  If  the  vessel 
is  ordered  detained,  the  master,  person  in 
charge,  or  owner  or  charterer,  or  the  agent 
of  the  owner  or  charterer  thereof,  may  within 
five  days  appeal  to  the  Secretary  of  the 
Treasury  who  may,  after  investigation,  affirm, 
set  aside  or  modify  the  requirements  of  such 
order.  If  any  citizen  of  the  United  States 
furnished  sworn  information  to  the  Secretary 
of  the  Treasury  that  any  vessel  subject  to 
this  act  is  in  violation  of  any  of  its  provisions 
or  of  the  regulations  established  hereunder 
and  such  sworn  information  is  false,  the 
person  so  falsely  swearing  shall  be  deemed 
guilty  of  perjury. 

Sec.  6.  Whoever  shall  knowingly  violate 
any  of  the  provisions  of  this  act  or  of  any 
regulations  established  under  this  act  shall 
be  subject  to  a  penalty  of  not  more  than 
$2,000  for  each  violation.  In  the  case  of  any, 


EXEMPTION  OF  FLAMMABLE  FAB¬ 
RICS  AND  WEARING  APPAREL 

FROM  FLAMMABLE  FABRICS  ACT 

The  bill  (S.  3379)  to  amend  the  Flam¬ 
mable  Fabrics  Act,  so  as  to  exempt  from 
its  application  fabrics  and  wearing  ap¬ 
parel  which  are  not  highly  flammable 
was  considered,  ordered  to  be  engrossed 
for  a  third  reading,  read  the  third  time, 
and  passed,  as  follows: 

Be  it  enacted,  etc..  That  the  Flammable 
Fabrics  Act  (67  Stat.  Ill;  15  U.  S.  C.  secs. 
1191-1200)  is  amended  as  follows: 

(1)  In  section  2  (d)  after  the  comma  fol¬ 
lowing:  "hats,  gloves”,  insert  “scarfs  made  of 
plain  surface  fabrics”;  and  (2)  after  sub¬ 
section  (b)  of  section  4  insert  the  follow¬ 
ing: 

“(c)  Notwithstanding  the  provisions  of 
Commercial  Standard  191-53,  setting  forth 
the  conditions  under  which  samples  of  fab¬ 
rics  and  articles  of  wearing  apparel  are  to  be 
tested,  the  tests  shall  be  made  upon  samples 
which  after  having  been  previously  dried  are 
conditioned  to  equilibrium  in  the  standard 
textile  testing  atmosphere  of  65  percent  rela¬ 
tive  humidity  and  70  degrees  Fahrenheit.” 

Mr.  PURTELL  subsequently  said:  Mr. 
President,  I  ask  unanimous  consent  to 
have  a  statement  printed  following  the 
action  taken  on  Calendar  No.  1327,  Sen¬ 
ate  bill  3379. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  state¬ 
ment  was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the 
Record,  as  follows: 

Statement  by  Senator  Purtell 

The  bill  simply  does  two  things.  It  ex¬ 
empts  scarfs  from  the  Flammable  Fabrics 
Act  and  it  provides  that  testing  procedures 
shall  be  conducted  under  “the  standard  tex¬ 
tile  testing  atmosphere  of  65  percent  relative 
humidity  and  70°  Fahrenheit.” 

The  original  act  exempted  most  hats, 
gloves,  and  footwear.  Our  Subcommittee 
on  Business  and  Consumer  Interests  held 
hearings  and  it  and  the  full  committee  were 
convinced  that  scarfs,  if  ignited,  could  be 
more  easily  removed  from  the  person  than 
most  hats,  gloves,  and  footwear.  Further¬ 
more,  the  bill  exempts  only  the  safer  type  of 
scarfs,  namely,  those  made  of  plain  surface 
fabrics.  This  is  a  term  well  understood  in 
the  trade  and  the  committee  report  further 
explains  it.  Experts  in  the  Government  and 
in  the  industry  testified  that  scarfs  made  of 
plain  surface  fabrics  do  not  constitute  the 
type  of  unusual  hazard  that  the  act  was  in- 
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tended  to  ban.  Scarfs  made  of  fuzzy  fabrics 
which  flame  rapidly  and  are  liable  to  flash  - 
burning  will  still  be  barred  under  this  bill. 

With  respect  to  testing  procedures,  the  act 
froze  the  conditions  under  which  they  were 
conducted  in  the  experimental  stage,  namely, 
upon  fabrics  which  were  made  bone-dry,' 
before  testing.  Experts  in  the  Government 
and  in  industry  testified  at  the  hearings  that 
when  so  conducted,  the  tests  still  ban  a  high 
percentage  of  conventional  fabrics  which 
have  a  long  record  of  safety,  such  as  georg¬ 
ette,  tulle,  organdy,  batistes,  and  netting. 
The  effect  of  this  unexpected  development 
is  to  seriously  and  adversely  affect  many  of 
our  domestic  producers  of  such  fabrics,  as 
well  as  the  economy  of  Japan,  France,  Swit¬ 
zerland,  Italy,  and  other  countries. 

The  Senate  and  House  reports,  in  discus¬ 
sing  the  purpose  of  the  original  act  state: 

“The  purpose  of  the  bill  *  *  *  is  to  pro¬ 
tect  the  public  from  the  danger  surround¬ 
ing  the  use  in  wearing  apparel  of  highly 
flammable  textiles  of  the  types  which  have 
caused  either  bodily  injury  or  death  to 
numerous  individuals.  *  •  •  The  major 
problem  in  formulating  legislation  to  con¬ 
trol  the  use  of  dangerously  flammable  tex¬ 
tiles  is  to  discriminate  between  the  conven¬ 
tional  fabrics  that  present  moderate  and 
generally  recognized  hazards  and  the  spe¬ 
cial  types  of  fabrics  which  present  unusual 
hazards  and  are  highly  dangerous.” 

At  the  hearings,  various  types  of  fabri 
were  ignited  and  members  were  given  an-: 
opportunity  to  see  for  themselves  that  the 
new  tests  would  still  ban  dangerous  fabrics. 
Government  and  industry  experts  testified 
that  this  bill  simply  adjusts  the  original 
act  to  its  professed  purpose  of  barring  those 
fabrics  In  wearing  apparel  which  present 
unusual  hazards  while  allowing  the  con¬ 
tinued  use  of  conventional  fabrics  with  a 
long  record  of  safety. 

Because  the  original  act  goes  into  effect 
on  June  30  of  this  year,  it  is  important  ■ 
for  the  Congress  to  act  quickly.  New  orders 
amounting  to  millions  of  dollars  are  being 
held  up,  with  a  serious  business  disruption, 
until  Congress  corrects  this  unintended  ef¬ 
fect  of  the  act. 

The  Federal  Trade  Commission,  which 
administers  the  act,  the  Department  of  Com¬ 
merce,  which  supervises  the  effect  of  the 
act,  and  must  report  to  Congress  upon  its 
effect,  and  the  Department  of  State,  all  have 
testified  strongly  in  favor  of  this  bill  and 
urge  its  early  enactment.  The  textile  in 
dustry  strongly  supports  this  measure  and 
not  one  objection  was  received  by  our  com' 
mittee  or  subcommittee  from  the  Govern¬ 
ment  agencies  or  from  industry  or  the 
public. 

I  urge  my  colleagues  to  approve  the  bill 
today. 


TERMINATION  OF  FEDERAL  SUPER¬ 
VISION  OVER  PROPERTY  QF  CER¬ 
TAIN  TRIBES  OF  INDIANS  IN 
WESTERN  OREGON 

The  Senate  proceeded  to/consider  the 
bill  (S.  2746)  to  provide  foi-  the  termina¬ 
tion  of  Federal  supervision  over  the 
property  of  certain  tribes  and  bands  of 
Indians  located  in  western  Oregon  and 
the  individual  members  thereof,  and  for 
other  purposes,  which  had  been  reported 
from  the  Committee  on  Interior  and  In¬ 
sular  Affairs  with  amendments,  on  page 
5,  line  16,  after  the  word  “agreement”,  to 
insert  a  colon  and  “ Provided  further. 
That  the  trust  agreement  shall  provide 
that  at  a4y  time  before  the  sale  of  tribal 
property  by  the  trustees  the  tribe  may 
notify  the  trustees  that  it  elects  to  retain 
suciyproperty  and  to  transfer  title  there¬ 
to  to  a  corporation,  other  legal  entity, 


or  trustee  in  accordance  with  the  provi¬ 
sions  of  subsection  (a)  of  this  section, 
and  that  the  trustees  shall  transfer  title 
to  such  property  in  accordance  with  the 
notice  from  the  tribe  if  it  is  approved  by 
the  Secretary”;  on  page  6,  line  24,  after 
the  word  “encumbrance”,  to  insert  “The 
titles  to  all  interests  in  trust  or  restricted 
land  acquired  by  members  of  the  tribes 
by  devise  or  inheritance  2  years  or  more 
after  the  date  of  this  act  shall  vest  in 
such  members  in  fee  simple,  subject  to 
any  valid  encumbrance”;  on  page  10, 
after  line  17,  to  insert: 

(c)  Prior  to  the  issuance  of  a  proclama¬ 
tion  in  accordance  with  the  provisions  of  this 
section,  the  Secretary  is  authorized  to  under¬ 
take,  within  the  limits  of  available  appro¬ 
priations,  a  special  program  of  education  and 
training  designed  to  help  the  members  of  the 
tribe  to  earn  a  livelihood,  to  conduct  their 
own  affairs,  and  to  assume  their  responsi¬ 
bilities  as  citizens  without  special  services 
because  of  their  status  as  Indians.  Such 
program  may  include  language  training, 
orientation  in  non-Indian  community  cus¬ 
toms  and  living  standards,  vocational  train- 


by  the  United  States  In  trust  for  the  ^ribe 
or  is  subject  to  a  restriction  against  alien¬ 
ation  imposed  by  the  United  States. 

Sec.  3.  Within  90  days  after  the'  date  of 
this  act,  the  Secretary  shall  publish  in  the 
Federal  Register  (1)  a  list  of  those  tribes  for 
which  membership  rolls  will  be’required  for 
the  purposes  of  this  act,  and  (2)  a  list  of 
those  tribes  for  which  no  membership  rolls 
will  be  required  for  the  purposes  of  this  act. 
Each  tribe  on  each  list  shall  have  a  period  of 
6  months  from  the  date/Of  publication  of  the 
notice  in  which  to  pyfepare  and  submit  to 
the  Secretary  a  proposed  roll  of  the  members 
of  the  tribe  living, on  the  date  of  this  act, 
which  shall  be  published  in  the  Federal  Reg¬ 
ister.  In  the  absence  of  applicable  law,  or 
eligibility  requirements  in  an  approved  con¬ 
stitution,  bylaws,  or  membership  ordinance, 
eligibility  for  enrollment  shall  be  deter¬ 
mined  uncjer  such  rules  and  regulations  as 
the  Secretary  may  prescribe.  No  person  shall 
be  enrojled  on  more  than  one  tribal  roll  pre¬ 
pared  pursuant  to  this  act.  If  a  tribe  on 
list  qne  fails  to  submit  such  roll  within  the 
timfi  specified  in  this  section,  the  Secretary 
shall  prepare  a  proposed  roll  for  the  tribe, 
ich  shall  be  published  in  the  Federal  Reg¬ 
ister.  Any  person  claiming  membership 


ing  and  related  subjects,  transportation  to  rights  in  the  tribe  or  an  interest  in  its  assets. 


the  place  of  training  or  instruction,  and  suj 
sistence  during  the  course  of  training  or 
struction.  For  the  purposes  of  such  pro¬ 
gram  the  Secretary  is  authorized  to  .-enter 
|nto  contracts  or  agreements  with  any  Fed- 
ml,  State,  or  local  governmental/ agency, 
corporation,  association,  or  person.  Nothing 
in  this  section  shall  preclude  ahy  Federal 
agency  from  undertaking  any  other  program 
for  the,  education  and  training  of  Indians 
with  furies  appropriated  to.  it. 

On  pagte  12,  line  5,/  after  the  word 
“tribe”,  to  \jnsert  “or  payable  to  the 
United  StateSvby  then tribe”;  and  in  line 
7,  after  the  wbrd  “individual”,  to  insert 
“or  tribe”,  so  as\to  make  the  bill  read: 

Be  it  enacted,  etc,.  That  the  purpose  of 
this  act  is  to  provide'fpr  the  termination  of 
Federal  supervision  ov'tef  the  trust  and  re¬ 
stricted  property  of  certain  tribes  and  bands 
of  Indians  .located  in  western  Oregon  and 
the  individual  members  thereof,  for  the  dis¬ 
position  ffi.  federally  owned  property  acquired 
or  withdrawn  for  the  administration  of  the 
affair&’of  such  Indians,  and  for  a  termination 
of  federal  services  furnished  such  Indians 
because  of  their  status  as  Indians.' 

3 ec.  2.  For  the  purposes  of  this  afi 

(a)  “Tribe”  means  any  of  the  'bribes, 
^bands,  groups,  or  communities  of  Indians 


or  a  representative  of  the  Secretary  on  behalf 
of  any  such  person,  may,  within  90  days  from 
the  date  of  publication  of  the  proposed  roll, 
file  an  appeal  with  the  Secretary  contesting 
the  inclusion  or  omission  of  the  name  of  any 
person  on  or  from  such  roll.  The  Secre¬ 
tary  shall  review  such  appeals  and  his  de¬ 
cisions  thereon  shall  be  final  and  conclusive. 
After  disposition  of  all  such  appeals  the  roll 
of  the  tribe  shall  be  published  in  the  Federal 
Register  and  such  roll  shall  be  final  for  the 
purposes  of  this  act. 

Sec.  4.  Upon  publication  in  the  Federal 
Register  of  the  final  roll  as  provided  in  sec¬ 
tion  3  of  this  act,  the  rights  or  beneficial  in¬ 
terests  in  tribal  property  of  each  person 
whose  name  appears  on  the  roll  shall  consti¬ 
tute  personal  property  which  may  be  inher¬ 
ited  or  bequeathed,  but  shall  not  otherwise 
be  subject  to  alienation  or  encumbrance  be¬ 
fore  the  transfer  of  title  to  such  tribal  prop¬ 
erty  as  provided  in  section  5  of  this  act  with¬ 
out  the  approval  of  the  Secretary.  Any  con¬ 
tract  made  in  violation  of  this  section  shall 
be  null  and  void. 

Sec.  5.  (a)  Upon  request  of  a  tribe,  the 
Secretary  is  authorized  within  2  years  from 
the  date  of  this  act  to  transfer  to  a  corpora¬ 
tion  or  other  legal  entity  organized  by  the 
tribe  in  a  form  satisfactory  to  the  Secretary 
title  to  all  or  any  part  of  the  tribal  property, 
real  and  personal,  or  to  transfer  to  one  or 


located  west  of  the  Cascade  Mountains 'jn  more  trustees  designated  by  the  tribe  and 
Oregon,  including  the  following:  Confed-  approved  by  the  Secretary,  title  to  all  or  any 
erated  Tribes  of  the  Grand  Ronde  Commu-Npart  of  such  property  to  be  held  in  trust  for 


nity,  Confederated  Tribes  of  Siletz  Indians, 
Alsea,  Applegate  Creek,  Calapoyya,  Chaftan, 
Champho,  Chetco,  Chetlessington,  Chinook 
Clackamas,  Clatskanie,  Clatsop,  Clowwewalla, 
Coos,  Cow  Creek,  Euchees,  Galic  Creek,  Grave, 
Joshua,  Karok,  Kathlamet,  Kusotony,  Kwa- 
tami  or  Sixes,  Lakmiut,  Long  Tom  Creek, 
Lower  Coquille,  Lower  Umpqua,  Maddy, 
Mackanotin,  Mary’s  River,  Multnomah,  Mun- 
sel  Creek,  Naltunnetunne,  Nehalem,  Nes- 
tucca,  Northern  Molalla,  Port  Orford,  Pud¬ 
ding  River,  Rogue  River,  Salmon  River,  San- 
tiam,  Scoton,  Shasta,  Shasta  Costa,  Siletz, 
Siulsaw,  Skiloot,  Southern  Molalla,  Takelma, 
Tillamook,  Tolowa,  Tualatin,  Tututui,  Upper 
Coquille,  Upper  Umpqua,  Willamette  Turn- 
water,  Yamhill,  Yaquina,  and  Yoncalla; 

(b)  “Secretary”  means  the  Secretary  of 
the  Interior. 

(c)  “Lands”  means  real  property,  interest 
therein,  or  improvements  thereon,  and  in¬ 
cludes  water  rights. 

(d)  “Tribal  property”  means  any  real  or 
personal  property,  including  water  rights,  or 
any  interest  in  real  or  personal  property, 
that  belongs  to  the  tribe  and  either  is  held 


management  or  liquidation  purposes  under 
such  terms  and  conditions  as  may  be  speci¬ 
fied,  by  the  tribe  and  approved  by  the  Secre- 
tary\pr  to  sell  all  or  any  part  of  such  prop¬ 
erty  ahd  make  a  pro  rata  distribution  of  the 
proceed^,  of  sale  among  the  members  of  the 
tribe  after  deducting,  in  his  discretion,  rea¬ 
sonable  costs  of  sale  and  distribution. 

(b)  Title  tq  any  tribal  property  that  is  not 
transferred  in'accordance  with  the  provisions 
of  subsection  fa)  of  this  section  shall  be 
transferred  by  tliq  Secretary  to  one  or  more 
trustees  designated  by  him  for  the  liquida¬ 
tion  and  distribution  of  assets  among  the 
members  of  the  tribe' under  such  terms  and 
conditions  as  the  Secretary  may  prescribe: 
Provided,  That  the  trust  agreement  shall 
provide  for  the  termination,  of  the  trust  not 
more  than  3  years  from  the  date  of  such 
transfer  unless  the  term  of  the  trust  is  ex¬ 
tended  by  order  of  a  judge  of  a  court  of 
record  designated  in  the  trust'  agreement: 
Provided  further.  That  the  trust  agreement 
shall  provide  that  at  any  time  beforexthe  sale 
of  tribal  property  by  the  trustees  the  tribe 
may  notify  the  trustees  that  it  elects  to 
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retain  such  property  and  to  transfer  title 
thereto  to  a  corporation,  other  legal  entity, 
or  trustee  in  accordance  with  the  provisions 
of  subsection  (a)  of  this  section,  and  that 
the  trustees  shall  transfer  title  to  such  prop¬ 
erty  in' accordance  with  the  notice  from  the 
tribe  if  it  is  approved  by  the  Secretary. 

(c)  The  Secretary  shall  not  approve  any 
form  of  organization  pursuant  to  subsection 

(a)  of  this  section  that  provides  for  the 
transfer  of  stogk  or  an  undivided  share  in 
corporate  assets  as  compensation  for  the 
services  of  agents\or  attorneys  unless  such 
transfer  is  based  upon  an  appraisal  of  tribal 
assets  that  is  satisfactory  to  the  Secretary. 

(d)  When  approving  or  disapproving  the 
selection  of  trustees  in  accordance  with  the 
provisions  of  subsection  (a )  of  this  section, 
and  when  designating  trustees  pursuant  to 
subsection  (b)  of  this  section,  the  Secretary 
shall  give  due  regard  to  the  laiys  of  the  State 
of  Oregon  that  relate  to  the -^election  of 
trustees. 

Sec.  6.  (a)  The  Secretary  is  authbrized  and 
directed  to  transfer  within  2  years  a(ter  the 
date  of  this  act  to  each  member  of  each,  tribe 
unrestricted  control  of  funds  or  other' per¬ 
sonal  property  held  in  trust  for  such  meiAper 
by  the  United  States. 

(b)  All  restrictions  on  the  sale  or  encumi 
brance  of  trust  or  restricted  land  owned  by 
members  of  the  tribes  (including  allottees, 
purchasers,  heirs,  and  devisees,  either  adult 
or  minor)  are  hereby  removed  2  years  after 
the  date  of  this  act  and  the  patents  or  deeds 
under  which  titles  are  then  held  shall  pass 
the  titles  in  fee  simple,  subject  to  any  valid 
encumbrance.  The  titles  to  all  interests  in 
trust  or  restricted  land  acquired  by  members 
of  the  tribes  by  devise  or  inheritance  2  years 
or  more  after  the  date  of  this  act  shall  vest 
In  such  members  in  fee  simple,  subject  to 
any  valid  encumbrance. 

(c)  Prior  to  the  time  provided  in  sub¬ 
section  (d)  of  this  section  for  the  removal 
of  restrictions  on  land  owned  by  more  than 
one  member  of  a  tribe,  the  Secretary  may — • 

(1)  Upon  request  of  any  of  the  owners, 
partition  the  land  and  issue  to  each  owner 
a  patent  or  deed  for  his  individual  share  that 
shall  become  unrestricted  2  years  from  the 
date  of  this  act; 

(2)  Upon  request  of  any  of  the  owners 
and  a  finding  by  the  Secretary  that  parti¬ 
tion  of  all  or  any  part  of  the  land  is  not 
practicable,  cause  all  or  any  part  of  the’ 
land  to  be  sold  at  not  less  than  the  appraised 
value  thereof  and  distribute  the  proceeds 


he  deems  necessary  for  Indian  use,  or  to 
transfer  to  a  public  or  nonprofit  body  any 
such  property  which  he  deems  necessary  for 
public  use  and  from  which  members  of  the 
tribes  will  derive  benefits. 

Sec.  9.  No  property  distributed  under  the 
provisions  of  this  act  shall  at  the  time  of 
distribution  be  subject  to  Federal  or  State 
income  tax.  Following  any  distribution  of 
property  made  under  the  provisions  of  this 
act,  such  property  and  any  income  derived 
therefrom  by  the  individual,  corporation,  or 
other  legal  entity  shall  be  subject  to  the 
same  taxes,  State  and  Federal,  as  in  the 
case  of  non-Indians:  Provided,  That  for  the 
purpose  of  capital  gains  or  losses  the  base 
value  of  the  property  shall  be  the  value  of 
the  property  when  distributed  to  the  in¬ 
dividual,  corporation,  or  other  legal  entity. 

Sec.  10.  Prior  to  the  transfer  of  title  to, 
or  the  removal  of  restrictions  from,  property 
in  accordance  with  the  provisions  of  this 
act,  the  Secretary  shall  protect  the  rights 
of  members  of  the  tribes  who  are  minors, 
non  compos  mentis,  or  In  the  opinion  of 
the  Secretary  in  need  of  assistance  in  con¬ 
ducting  their  affairs  by  causing  the  appoint¬ 
ment  of  guardians  for  such  members  in 
courts  of  competent  jurisdiction,  or  by  such 
other  means  as  he  may  deem  adequate. 

Sec.  11.  Pending  the  completion  of  tl 
property  dispositions  provided  for  in  this 
aof,  the  funds  now  on  deposit,  or  hereafter 
deposited  in  the  Treasury  of  the  United 
States  to  the  credit  of  a  tribe  shall  be  avail¬ 
able  for  advance  to  the  tribe,  or  for/expendi¬ 
ture,  for  .such  purposes  as  may  be  designated 
by  the  governing  body  of  the  tribe  and  ap¬ 
proved  by  the  Secretary. 

Sec.  12.  The  Secretary  shajf  have  author¬ 
ity  to  execute,  such  patents,  deeds,  assign¬ 
ments,  release^  certificates,  contracts,  and 
other  instruments  as  may  be  necessary  or 


icy/ 


appropriate  to  car 
this  act,  or  to  estal 


at  the  provisions  of 
Ish  a  marketable  and 


recordable  title  to  any  property  disposed  of 
pursuant  to  this  Wet.  \ 

Sec.  13.  (a)  Upon  removal  of  Federal  re¬ 
strictions  on  the  property '’p>f  each  tribe  and 
individual  members  thereof,  the  Secretary 
shall  publish  in  the  Federal  Register  a 
proclamation  declaring  that  Nfhe  Federal 


the  tribe 
There- 


trust  relationship  to  the  affairs 
and  its  members  has  terminated 
after/ndivldual  members  of  the  tribe  shall 
not  be  entitled  to  any  of  the  services  per¬ 
formed  by  the  United  States  for  Indian^  be- 
use  of  their  status  as  Indians,  all  statutes 


of  sale  to  the  owners:  Provided,  That  any  of  the  United  States  which  affect  Indiras 
one  or  more  of  the  owners  may  elect  before  because  of  their  status  as  Indians,  exclud: 


a  sale  to  purchase  the  other  interests  in  ing  statutes  that  specifically  refer  to  the 
the  land  at  not  less  than  the  appraised  value  tribe  and  its  members,  shall  no  longer  be 


II 

A 

a: 


thereof,  and  the  purchaser  shall  receive’  an 
unrestricted  patent  or  deed  to  the  .  land; 
and 

(3)  If  the  whereabouts  of  nond”  of  the 
owners  can  be  ascertained,  cause  such  lands 
to  be  sold  and  deposit  the  proceeds  of  sale 
in  the  Treasury  of  the  United  §#ates  for  safe¬ 
keeping. 

Sec.  7.^  (a)  The  act  of  Jyne  25,  1910  (36 
Stat.  855),  the  act  of  February  14,  1913  (37 
Stat.  678) ,  and  other  acis 'amendatory  there¬ 
to  shall  not  apply  to  the"  probate  of  the  trust 
and  restricted  property  of  the  members  of 
the  tribes  who  die  ,6  months  or  more  after 
the  date  of  this  a;  ' 

(b)  The  laws the  several  States,  Ter¬ 
ritories,  possessions,  and  the  District  of  Co¬ 
lumbia  with  yespect  to  the  probate  of  wills, 
the  determination  of  heirs,  and  the  admin- 
-lstration  of  decedents’  estates  shall  apply 
to  the  individual  property  of  members  of 
the  tripes  who  die  6  months  or  more  after 
the  date  of  this  act. 

Sec.  8.  The  Secretary  is  authorized,  in  his 
discretion,  to  transfer  to  any  tribe  or  any 
member  or  group  of  members  thereof  any 
federally  owned  property  acquired,  with¬ 
drawn,  or  used  for  the  administration  of  the, 
affairs  of  the  tribes  subject  to  this  act  which 


applicable  to  the  members  of  the  tribe,  and 
the  laws  of  the  several  States  shall  apply 
to  the  tribe  and  its  members  in  the  same 
manner  as  they  apply  to  other  citizens  or 
persons  within  their  jurisdiction. 

(b)  Nothing  in  this  act  shall  affect  the 
status  of  the  members  of  a  tribe  as  citizens 
Of  the  United  States,  or  shall  affect  their 
rights,  privileges,  immunities,  and  obliga¬ 
tions  as  such  citizens. 

(c)  Prior  to  the  issuance  of  a  proclama¬ 
tion  in  accordance  with  the  provisions  of 
this  section,  the  Secretary  is  authorized  to 
undertake  within  the  limits  of  available  ap¬ 
propriations,  a  special  program  of  education 
and  training  designed  to  help  the  members 
of  the  tribe  to  earn  a  livelihood,  to  conduct 
their  own  affairs,  and  to  assume  their  re¬ 
sponsibilities  as  citizens  without  special  serv¬ 
ices  because  of  their  status  as  Indians.  Such 
program  may  Include  language  training,  ori¬ 
entation  in  non-Indian  community  customs 
and  living  standards,  vocational  training 
and  related  subjects,  transportation  to  the 
place  of  training  or  instruction,  and  sub¬ 
sistence  during  the  course  of  training  or 
Instruction.  For  the  purposes  of  such  pro¬ 
gram  the  Secretary  is  authorized  to  enter 
Into  contracts  or  agreements  with  any  Fed¬ 


eral,  State,  or  local  governmental  agency/ 
corporation,  association,  or  person.  Nothing 
in  this  section  shall  preclude  any  Federal 
agency  from  undertaking  any  other  program 
for  the  education  and  training  of  Indians 
with  funds  appropriated  to  it. 

Sec.  14.  (a)  Effective  on  the  djfte  of  the 
proclamation  provided  for  in  section  13  of 
this  act,  the  corporate  charte/of  the  Con¬ 
federated  Tribes  of  the  Grande  Ronde  Com¬ 
munity,  Oregon,  issued  pursuant  to  the  act 
of  June  18,  1934  (48  Stat.  j684)  ,  as  amended, 
and  ratified  by  the  community  on  August 
22,  1936,  is  hereby  revolted. 

(b)  Effective  on  tjtie  date  of  the  procla¬ 
mation  provided  fpt  in  section  13  of  this 
act,  all  powers  of  .the  Secretary  or  other  offi¬ 
cer  of  the  United  States  to  take,  review, 
or  approve  any  action  under  the  constitu¬ 
tion  and  bylaws  of  the  tribe  are  hereby  ter¬ 
minated.  Any  powers  conferred  upon  the 
tribe  by  sjfch  constitution  which  are  incon¬ 
sistent  With  the  provisions  of  the  act  are 
hereby  -terminated.  Such  termination  shall 
not  affect  the  power  of  the  tribe  to  take 
any  .action  under  its  constitution  and  by- 
lgws  that  is  consistent  with  this  act  with- 
at  the  participation  of  the  Secretary  or 
■"’other  officer  of  the  United  States. 

Sec.  15.  The  Secretary  is  authorized  to  set 
off  against  any  indebtedness  payable  to  the 
tribe  or  to  the  United  States  by  an  indi¬ 
vidual  member  of  the  tribe,  or  payable  to 
the  United  States  by  the  tribe,  any  funds 
payable  to  such  individual  or  tribe  under 
this  act  and  to  deposit  the  amount  set  off 
to  the  credit  of  the  tribe  or  the  United 
States  as  the  case  may  be. 

Sec.  16.  Nothing  in  this  act  shall  affect 
any  claim  heretofore  filed  against  the  United 
States  by  any  tribe. 

Sec.  17.  Nothing  in  this  act  shall  abro¬ 
gate  any  valid  lease,  permit,  license,  right- 
of-way,  lien,  or  other  contract  heretofore 
approved.  Whenever  any  such  instrument 
places  in  or  reserves  to  the  Secretary  any 
powers,  duties,  or  other  functions  with  re¬ 
spect  to  the  property  subject  thereto,  the 
Secretary  may  transfer  such  functions,  in 
whole  or  in  part,  to  any  Federal  agency  with 
the  consent  of  such  agency. 

Sec.  18.  The  Secretary  is  authorized  to 
Issue  rules  and  regulations  necessary  to  ef¬ 
fectuate  the  purposes  of  this  act,  and  may 
in  his  discretion  provide  for  tribal  referenda 
on  matters  pertaining  to  management  or  dis¬ 
position  of  tribal  assets. 

Sec.  19.  All  acts  or  parts  of  acts  inconsist¬ 
ent  with  this  act  are  hereby  repealed  insofar 
s^as  they  affect  a  tribe  or  its  members.  The 
ct  of  June  18,  1934  (48  Stat.  948) ,  as  amend¬ 
ed  by  the  act  of  June  15,  1935  (49  Stat.  378), 
shall  not  apply  to  a  tribe  and  its  members 
after’  the  date  of  the  proclamation  provided 
for  in  section  13  of  this  act. 

Sec.  29,  If  any  provision  of  this  act,  or 
the  application  thereof  to  any  person  or  cir¬ 
cumstance,  is  held  invalid,  the  remainder  of 
the  act  and  the  application  of  such  provi¬ 
sion  to  other  p^sons  or  circumstances  shall 
not  be  affected  thereby. 

The  amendments  were  agreed  to. 

The  bill  was  ordered  to  be  engrossed 
for  a  third  reading,  >£ad  the  third  time, 
and  passed. 


PREFERENCE  RIGHT  TO  USERS  OF 
WITHDRAWN  PUBLIC  LANDS 

The  bill  (H.  R.  1329)  to  autlierize  the 
Secretary  of  the  Interior  to  grantee,  pref¬ 
erence  right  to  users  of  withdrawirvpub- 
lic  lands  for  grazing  purposes  when*  the 
lands  are  restored  from  the  withdrawal 
was  considered,  ordered  to  a  third  reacts 
Ing,  read  the  third  time,  and  passed. 
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83d  CONGRESS 
2d  Session 


S.  3379 


IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

May  18, 1954 

Referred  to  the  Committee  on  Interstate  and  Foreign  Commerce 


AN  ACT 

To  amend  the  Flammable  Fabrics  Act,  so  as  to  exempt  from  its 
application  fabrics  and  wearing  apparel  which  are  not  highly 
flammable. 

1  Be  it  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  House  of  Representa- 

2  fives  of  the  United  States  of  America  in  Congress  assembled , 

3  That  the  Flammable  Fabrics  Act  (67  Stat.  Ill;  15  U.  S.  C. 

4  secs.  1191-1200)  is  amended  as  follows : 

5  (1)  In  section  2  (d)  after  the  comma  following :  “hats, 

6  gloves”  insert  “scarfs  made  of  plain  surface  fabrics”;  and 

7  (2)  after  subsection  (b)  of  section  4  insert  the  following: 

8  “(c)  Notwithstanding  the  provisions  of  Commercial 

9  Standard  191-53,  setting  forth  the  conditions  under  which 
10  samples  of  fabrics  and  articles  of  wearing  apparel  are  to  be 


I 


2 


1  tested,  the  tests  shall  be  made  upon  samples  which  after 

2  having  been  previously  dried  are  conditioned  to  equilibrium 

3  in  the  standard  textile  testing  atmosphere  of  65  per  centum 

4  relative  humidity  and  seventy  degrees  Fahrenheit.” 

Passed  the  Senate  May  17  (legislative  day,  May  13), 

1954. 

Attest:  J.  MARK  TRICE, 

Secretary. 
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83d  CONGRESS 
2d  Session 


H.  R.  9392 


IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

June  1, 1954 

Mr.  Patterson  introduced  the  following  bill ;  which  was  referred  to  the  Com¬ 
mittee  on  Interstate  and  Foreign  Commerce 


A  BILL 

To  amend  the  Flammable  Fabrics  Act,  so  as  to  exempt  from 
its  application  fabrics  and  wearing  apparel  which  are  not 
highly  inflammable. 

1  Be  it  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  House  of  Representa- 

2  tives  of  the  United  States  of  America  in  Congress  assembled, 

3  That  the  Flammable  Fabrics  Act  (67  Stat.  Ill;  15  U.  S.  C., 

4  secs.  1191-1200)  is  amended  as  follows: 

5  (1)  After  subsection  (b)  of  section  4  insert  the  fol- 

6  lowing : 

7  “  (c)  Notwithstanding  the  provisions  of  Commercial 

8  Standard  191-53,  setting  forth  the  conditions  under  which 

9  samples  of  fabrics  and  articles  of  wearing  apparel  are  to 
10  be  tested,  the  tests  shall  be  made  upon  samples  which  after 


I 


2 


1  having  been  previously  dried  are  conditioned  to  equilibrium 

2  in  the  standard  textile  testing  atmosphere  of  65  per  centum 

3  relative  humidity  and  seventy  degrees  Fahrenheit.” 
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CONGRESSIONAL 

PROCEEDINGS 


5  OF  INTEREST  TO  THE  DEPARTMENT  OF  AGRICULTUI 


'’ICE  OF  BUDGET  AND  FINANCE 
(F*or  Department  Staff  Only) 


Issued 
For  actions  of 


August  4,  19 i 
August  3,  1954 
83rd-2nd,  No.  148 
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ices,  support ..... ,29,30 

bill\  to:  Cooperate  wth  Mexico  and  Canada  on  insect  and 


plant-disease  control,  authorize'  long-term  leases  for  forest  lands,  permit  CCC  corn 
sales  at  loner  prices,  provide  group  life  insurance  for  Federal  employees,  authorize 
Interior  to  make  loans  for  reclamation  projects.  House  concurred  in  Senate  correc¬ 
tions  of  water-facilities  loans  bill \  Reps,  Hope  and  McCormack  discussed  bill  to 
extend  Commodity  Exchange  Act  to  coffeb*/  Rep.  Patman  urged  Government  aid  for 
family-size  farms.  Senate  passed  mutu.al\security  bill.  Senate  debated  supplement¬ 
al  appropriation  bill,  agreeing  to  committee  amendments  and  further  increase  in  FHa 
loans.  Senate  confirmed  Butz  nomination  toSCCC  Board.  Senate  committee  ordered  re¬ 
ported  Mexican  boundary  fence  bilK  Sen.  Knowland  announced  that  dehate  will  begin 
today  on  farm  program  bill.  / 

/  HOUSE 

1,  WATER-FACILITIES  LOANS.  Agreed  to  the  Senate  corrections  of  S.  3137,  to  amend  the 

This  bill  will  now  be  sent  to  the  President u 

CCC  GRAIN.  Passed  as, reported  H.  J.  Res.  563,  to  authorize  CCC,  until  Mar.  1, 

1955,  to  sell  at  the  point  of  storage  any  feed  grain  burned  by  the  Corporation  at 
10$  above  the  current  support  price  for  the  commodity  (p.  12442)®  The  Agricul¬ 
ture  Committee  reported  the  measure  with  amendment  earlier- in  the  day  (H.  Rept. 
2609)  (p,  1245J 


2. 


,'ater  Facilities  Act  (pp.  12415-6). 

s,repc 


3. 


RECLAPIATION/TLOANS .  Passed  as  reported  H.  R.  5301,  under  whigh  State  and  local 
public  agencies  could  plan,  construct,  and  operate  projects  costing  not  over 
>5  million  and  receive  substantially  the  same  benefits  as  they  would  receive  if 
the  projects  were  being  constructed  as  Federal  reclamation  projects®  The  bill 
authorizes  the  Interior  Department  to  make  loans  for  that  portion  of\a  project 
which  would  be  reimbursable  if  it  were  being  constructed  as  a  Federal  ^x:oject,and 
?ants  for  that  portion  of  the  project  which  would  be  nonreimbursable  ir^it  were 
being  constructed  as  a  Federal  project,  (pp.  12438-40.) 


.t,  INSECTS;  PLANT  DISEASES.  Passed  without  amendment  S.  3&97,  to  authorize 


ooperation  \/ith  Canada  or  T'exico,  or  local  authorities  in  those  countries,  in 


control  of  incipient  or  emergency  outbreaks  of  insect  pests  and  plant 
ases  (p.  12383).  This  bill  Td.ll  now  be  sent  to  the  President, 


5.  FORESTRY",  Passed  as  reported  H.  R.  1254#  which  authorizes  the  issuance 

Federal  agencies  of  permits,  leases,  or  easements  to  States  or  local  .govern¬ 
ments  for  periods  not  to  exceed  30  years,  on  lands  within  their  resi^"1"5 — 
jurisdictions  (p,  12332), 


sective 


\ 


6,  ./ATER  RESOURCE^.  Passed  as  reported  H.  R.  2843,  to  authorize  the  Interior 

Department  to  investigate  and  report  to  Congress  on  the  conservation,  develop¬ 
ment,  and  utilization  of  water  resources  in  Hawaii  (p.  12381] 


7.  TRANSPORTATION •  Passed  without  amendment  H.  R.  63 10,  to  exempt  from  CAB  regula¬ 
tions  the  transportation  of  livestock,  fish,  floriculture!,  and  horticultural 
commodities  (p.  12384% 


a 

V 


8, 


. 


3699,  approving  an  interstate  compa- 
This  bill  vd.ll  now  be  sent  to  the 


9. 


"./ATER  COMPACT.  Passed  without  amendment  S. 
regarding  Sabine  River  waters  (p.  12388), 

President. 

s 

PERSONNEL.  Passed  without  amendment  S.  3&81,  authorizing  the  Civil  Service  Com¬ 
mission  to  make  available  group  life  insurance  for  Federal  employees  (pp, 
12421-7).  This  bill  will  now  be  sent  to  the  President.  For  its  provisions  see 
Digest  126, 


Passed  as  reported  H.  R,  77,85,  to  make  permanent  the  increases  in  regular 
annuities  under  the  Civil  Service  Retirement  Act  which  were  granted  by  Public 
Law  555,  82nd  Cong.,  and  extend  such  increases  to  additional  annuities  purchas¬ 
ed  by  voluntary  contributions  (p.  12392). 

Passed  as  reported  H.  R.  9909,  to  prohibit  payment  of  annuities,  under  the 
Civil  Service  Retirement  Act,  to  Federal  Officers  and  employees  convicted  of 
certain  crimes  (pp.  12412-4), 

Passed  without  amendment  H.  R,  5718,  to  limit  to  6  years  the  period  for 
collection  by  the  Government  of  compensation  i^ceived  by  officers  and  employees 

mnpens 


in  violation  of  the  dual  compensation  laws  (p.  12393). 


/ 


10.  RECLAMATION.  Passed  without  amendment  H.  R,  9981,\to  provide  for  construction 

of  distribution  systems  on  authorized  Federal  reclamation  projects  by  irriga¬ 
tion  districts  and  other  public  agencies  (pp.12440-] 

The  Interior  and  Insular  Affairs  Committee  order^i  reported  S.  118,  auth¬ 
orizing  the  T/ashita  River  Basin  project,  Okla.  (p.  D93* 

\ 

11.  TRANSPORTATION;  TRAVEL.  The  Interstate  and  Foreign  Commerce  Committee  ordered 

reported  S.  906,  to  establish  the  finality  of  contracts  between  the  Government 
and  common  carriers  of  passengers  and  freight  subject  to  the  Interstate  Com¬ 
merce  Act  (j/,  D938).  \ 


12.  FLAilABLE  FABRICS.  The  Interstate  and  Foreign  Commerce  Committee  ordered  report- 
ed  S.  3379,  to  exempt  from  the  Flammable  Fabrics  Act  certain  fabrics  which  are 
not  highly  flammable  (p.  D938). 


13. 


TRANSFER.  Passed  as  reported  H.  J.  Res.  550,  to  permit  Federal  release  of 
iversionary  rights  of  certain  property  (formerly  FHA)  for  school  purposes  in 
/ivern  County,  Calif,  (p.  12394). 


14«  FAMILY— SIZE  FAR:  S.  Rep.  Patman  recommended  that  Government  programs  be 
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te  agreed  to  correction  of  tax 


revision  bill.  Senate  coiomitt^es  reported  bills  Jto  authorize  Mexican  fence,  extend 
watershed  law  to  territories,  and  increase  debt/limit.  House  received  conference 
report  on  mutual  security  authorisation  billy/ Joint  Committee  on  Economic  Report 
submitted  its  report.  House  sent  ^.plemental  appropriation  bill  to  conference  and 
authorized  filing  of  report  during  rdpessy/Rep.  Hill  outlined  SBA‘s  help  in  provid¬ 
ing  grain  storage.  Rep.  Johnson,  WisXurged  action  on  resolution  for  FTC  investi¬ 
gation  of  milk  marketing.  Reps.  Hope  an<l  McCormack  discussed  emergency  farm  loans 
bill. 


SENATE 


1*  FARM  PROGRAM.  Continued  debate  on  S.  3052,  thd\farm  program  bill  (pp.  12728-41, 
12744-62,  12765-805).  , Sen.  Knowland  expressed  a^hope  that  a  vote  will  be  taken 
today  on  the  Aiken  amendment  to  provide  for  flexible  supports,  at  80$  to  90$  of 
parity,  for  1955*  Sens.  McCarthy,  Schoeppel,  and  Lehman  submitted  amendments 
■which  they  intend £0  propose  to  the  bill  (p.  12721).'- 

The  amendments  mentioned  in  Digest  148  would  pro^de  as  follows:  The 
Williams  amendjnent  would  require  a  contribution  of  25$  t .0  50$  by  States  to  the 
cost  of  feeder  seed  furnished  fcr  drought  relief.  The  3mith-Payne  amendment 
would  permit?  the  Secretary  to  designate  a  State  as  outside vthe  commercial  wheat 
area  if  its  allotment  is  2,500  acres  or  less,  provide  that  wheat  quotas  not 


apply  in/such  cases,  and  fix  price  support  for  wheat  to  cooperators  in  such 
areas  75$  of  the  support  to  cooperators  in  commercial  area.  \The  Anderson 
amendment  is  identical  to  S.  3339,  to  authorize  FCA  to  make  Land\k 
sioner-type  loans .  as  passed  by  the  Senate  (see  Digest  134)* 


Sank  Commis- 


2.  TAXATION.  Both  Houses  agreed  to  corrections  in  H.  R.  8300,  the  tax  revision 
bill  (pp,  12834,  12777).  This  bill  will  now  be  sent  to  the  President.  \ 

«  SOIL  CONSERVATION.  The  Agriculture  and  Forestry  Committee  reported  with  ame^d- 
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merits  S.  3774,  to  extend  the  benefits  of  the  Watershed  Protection  and 
Prevention  Act  to  Alaska,  Hawaii,  and  Puerto  Rico  (S.  Rept.  2218) (p.  12 


Flooc 


4.  MEXICANS, FENCE.  The  Interior  and  Insular  Affairs  Committee  reported  without 

amendment  S.  114,  authorizing  appropriations  for  construction,  operation,  and 
maintenance  of  the  western  land  boundary  fence  project  (S.  Rept.  222*7) (p* 
12809)*  \ 

5.  DEBT  LIMIT.  The  Finance  Committee  reported  with  amendments  H.  R.  6672,  to 

increase  the  Government  debt  limit  (S«  Rept.  2225) (p*  12809)  •/  The  "Daily 
Digest"  states  that  the  committee  "agreed  to  temporary  increase  of  $>6  billion 
(from  :;^275  billion  to  ()281  billion)  to  be  terminated  June 30,  1955”  (p*  D94S)« 
As  passed  by  the  House  during  the  last  session,  the  bill^would  increase  the 
limit  by  (|>15  billioh, without  the  provision  regarding  its  temporary  nature, 

6.  PERSONNEL;  RETIREMENT.  Njhe  Post  Office  and  Civil  Service  Committee  reported 

without  amendment  S.  3627,  to  amend  the  Civil  Service  Retirement  Act  so  as  to 
tighten  up  several  "loopholes"  (S.  Rept.  2230) (p./l2809). 

The  Committee  reported  with  amendments  S.  2631,  to  prohibit  the  payment 
of  Government  retirement  benefits  to  persons  convicted  of  certain  offenses 
(S.  Rept.  2231) (p.  12809).  \  / 

7.  FOREIGN  AID.  Sen.  Wiley  urged  restoration  of  the  provision  for  U.  N,  technical 

assistance  (pp,  12727-8). 

HOUSE 


8.  SUPPLEIENTAL  APPROPRIATION  BILL,  195,5.  House  conferees  were  appointed  on  this 

bill,  H.  R.  9936  (p.  12819).  Sena  ite  conferees  have  been  appointed.  The  House 
conferees  were  authorized  to  file  a  report^ during  the  House  recess  at  any  time 
through  Sat.  (p.  12834),  /  V 

9.  ECONOMIC  REPORT.  The  Joint  Committee  on  the  Economic  Report  submitted  a  report 

(H.  Rept.  2628) (p.  12855)^/  V 

10.  TRANSPORTATION.  The  Interstate  and  Foreign  Commerce  Committee  reported  withou* 

amendment  S.  9C6,  to  establish  the  finality  of  contracts  between  the  Government 
and  common  carriers  o'f  passengers  and  freight  subject  to  the  Interstate  Com¬ 
merce  Act  (S.  Rept.  2629) (p.  12855). 

11.  FLAMMABLE  FABRICS.  The  Interstate  and  Foreign  Commerce  Committee  reported  with 

amendment  S.  3379,  to  amend  .the  Flammable  Fabrics  Act  so  as  to  exempt  from  its 
application  fabrics  and  wearing  apparel  which  are  not  highly  flammable  (S. 

Rept.  2630)  (p.  12855). 


House  conferees  were  appointed  on  H.  R.  8152,  to  e 
t He  direct  home  and  farm-house  loan  authority  of  VA  and 
Is  available  therefor  (p«  12827).  Senate  conferees  have 


to  June  30, 
ike  addition- 
appointed. 


12.  FARM 

1955, 
al  f 

13.  GRAIN  STORAGE.  Rep,  Hill  outlined  the  contribution  of  loans  by  the  Sira  11  Busi¬ 

ness  Administration  in  providing  grain-storage  facilities  (p.  12812). 

14.  MILK  MARKETING.  Rep.  Johnson,  Wis.,  urged  action  on  H.  J.  Res.  554,  his  p 

al  for  a  study  and  investigation  of  the  milk— marketing  system  by  the 
Trade  Commission  (p.  12813). 
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83d  Congress  )  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES  j  Report 
2d  Session  )  {  No.  2630 


AMENDING  SECTION  4  OF  THE  FLAMMABLE  FABRICS 
ACT  WITH  RESPECT  TO  STANDARDS  OF  FLAMMABILITY 
IN  THE  CASE  OF  CERTAIN  TEXTILES 


August  5,  1954. — Committed  to  the  Committee  of  the  Whole  House  on  the 
State  of  the  Union  and  ordered  to  be  printed 


Mr.  Heselton,  from  the  Committee  on  Interstate  and  Foreign 
Commerce,  submitted  the  following 

REPORT 

[To  accompany  S.  3379] 


The  Committee  on  Literstate  and  Foreign  Commerce,  to  whom  was 
referred  the  bill  (S.  3379)  to  amend  the  Flammable  Fabrics  Act,  so 
as  to  exempt  from  its  application  fabrics  and  wearing  apparel  which 
are  not  highly  flammable,  having  considered  the  same,  report  favor¬ 
ably  thereon  with  amendments  and  recommend  that  the  bill,  as. 
amended,  do  pass. 

The  amendments  are  as  follows: 

Strike  out  all  after  the  enacting  clause  and  insert  the  following: 

That  section  4  of  the  Flammable  Fabrics  Act  (15  U.  S.  C.,  sec.  1193)  is  hereby 
amended  by  inserting  at  the  end  thereof  the  following  subsection: 

“(c)  Notwithstanding  the  provisions  of  paragraph  3.1  Commercial  Standard 
191-53,  textiles  free  from  nap,  pile,  tufting,  flock,  or  other  type  of  raised  fiber 
surface  when  tested  as  described  in  said  Standard  shall  be  classified  as 
Class  1,  normal  flammability,  when  the  time  of  flame  spread  is  3}4  seconds  or  more, 
and  as  Class  3,  rapid  and  intense  burning,  when  the  time  of  flame  spread  is  less 
than  3)^  seconds.” 

Amend  the  title  so  as  to  read : 

An  Act  to  amend  section  4  of  the  Flammable  Fabrics  Act,  with  respect  to  stand¬ 
ards  of  flammability  in  the  case  of  certain  textiles. 

The  committee  amendment  to  the  text  of  the  bill  substitutes  for  the 
flammability  test  proposed  in  the  bill  as  it  passed  the  Senate  (which 
test  no  longer  has  the  support  of  the  textile  industry  or  the  Department 
of  Commerce)  a  new  flammability  test  which  is  acceptable  to  the 
individuals  concerned.  This  feature  of  the  committee  amendment  is. 
discussed  elsewhere  in  this  report. 

Also,  the  committee  amendment  deletes  from  the  bill  the  proposed- 
exemption  for  scarfs  made  of  plain  surface  fabrics. 
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2  AMEND  SECTION  4  OF  THE  FLAMMABLE  FABRICS  ACT 

Your  committee  is  convinced  that  scarfs  should  be  subject  to  the 
provisions  of  the  law  just  as  any  other  item  of  wearing  apparel.  They 
can  be  as  much  a  danger  to  human  safety  as  any  other  improperly 
protected  garments.  Scarfs  are  worn  around  the  head  or  neck  and 
tied  on  with  a  knot  which  may  not  be  easily  removable.  Once  ignited, 
the  danger  of  the  hair  catching  on  fire  is  very  great.  The  scarfs  cannot 
be  readily  discarded  under  such  circumstances. 

It  should  be  emphasized  that  not  all  the  silk  scarfs  are  presently 
being  banned  under  the  Flammable  Fabrics  Act.  The  only  silk  scarfs 
which  are  unable  to  meet  the  flammability  requirements  under  this 
law  are  the  very  light  weight  4-momme  and  lighter  scarfs.  Tho 
heavier  weight  silk  scarfs  of  5-momme  weight  or  higher  would  gener¬ 
ally  pass  the  flammability  tests  under  the  present  law. 

Handkerchiefs  up  to  24  inches  square,  according  to  an  adminis¬ 
trative  ruling  of  the  Federal  Trade  Commission,  are  not  “articles  of 
wearing  apparel”  within  the  meaning  of  the  Flammable  Fabrics  Act, 
and  are,  therefore,  exempted  from  the  provisions  of  this  law. 

NEED  FOR  LEGISLATION 

The  purpose  of  the  Flammable  Fabrics  Act  is  to  protect  the  public 
from  the  danger  surrounding  the  use  in  wearing  apparel  of  highly 
flammable  textiles  of  the  types  which  have  caused  either  bodily  injury 
or  death  to  numerous  individuals. 

The  major  problem  in  formulating  legislation  to  control  the  use  of 
dangerously  flammable  textiles  is  to  discriminate  between  the  conven¬ 
tional  fabrics  that  present  moderate  and  generally  recognized  hazards 
and  the  special  types  of  fabrics  which  present  unusual  hazards  and 
are  highly  dangerous. 

The  rate  of  burning  of  a  garment  or  other  textile  product  depends 
upon  the  kind  of  fiber,  the  finishing  materials  present,  the  structure 
of  the  yarn  and  fabric,  and  such  circumstances  as  the  relative  humid¬ 
ity.  In  general,  wool  textiles  ignite  and  burn  with  difficulty  while 
cotton  and  rayon  ignite  and  burn  more  readily.  The  major  hazards 
arise  from  certain  cotton  or  rayon  fabrics  having  fuzzy  or  furlike  sur¬ 
faces  which  flash  and  burn  with  exceeding  rapidity.  Most  synthetic 
textiles  melt  when  heated  and  the  molten  material  is  capable  of  pro¬ 
ducing  serious  burns  on  coming  in  contact  with  the  skin. 

Section  4  of  the  Flammable  Fabrics  Act  prescribes  the  standards  of 
flammability.  Commercial  standard  191-53,  promulgated  by  the 
Secretary  of  Commerce  effective  January  30,  1953,  prescribes  the 
standard  for  flammability  of  clothing  textiles  and  commercial  stand¬ 
ard  192-53,  promulgated  by  the  Secretary  of  Commerce  effective 
May  22,  1953,  prescribes  the  standard  of  flammability  for  vin}d  plastic 
film. 

The  flammability  test  provided  in  the  Commercial  Standard  191-53 
makes  use  of  strips  of  fabric  2  by  6  inches  in  dimensions.  These  strips 
are  washed,  cleaned,  and  dried  to  a  bone-dry  condition  in  a  prescribed 
maimer.  The  test  consists  of  measuring  the  burning  time  in  seconds 
when  the  test  piece  is  mounted  in  a  specially  designed  apparatus, 
called  a  flammability  tester,  and  a  flame  is  applied  in  a  prescribed 
manner.  Fabrics  with  a  flame  spread  of  more  than  7  seconds  are 
classed  as  having  normal  flammability.  Those  with  a  flame  spread 
of  less  than  4  seconds  are  classed  as  rapid  and  intense  burning,  while 
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those  burning  in  4  to  7  seconds  are  rated  as  having  intermediate 
flammability.  This  act  prohibits  the  introduction  or  movement  in 
interstate  commerce  of  those  fabrics  which  are  classed  as  rapid  and 
intense  burning  fabrics. 

Commercial  Standard  192-53  is  the  industry-approved  standard 
with  respect  to  vinyl  plastic  film.  Such  film  is  used  in  the  manufacture 
of  various  articles  of  wearing  apparel  such  as  raincoats,  capes,  hoods, 
pants,  and  aprons.  The  flammability  test  is  prescribed  in  paragraph 
3.11  of  this  standard. 

Shortly  before  the  effective  date  of  the  Flammable  Fabrics  Act 
(July  1,  1954),  representations  were  made  to  your  committee  to  the 
effect  that  certain  sheer  fabrics,  such  as  organdies,  tulles,  and  geor¬ 
gettes,  which  have  been  used  with  safety  by  the  American  consumer  for 
many  generations,  failed  by  a  very  narrow  margin  to  pass  the  4- 
second  burning  time  prescribed  in  the  law  for  non  highly  flammable 
textiles,  and  are  therefore  banned  under  this  law.  It  is  unfortunate 
that  representatives  of  manufacturers  and  processors  of  such  materials 
were  not  aware  of  this  difficulty  and  did  not  present  their  problem  to 
the  Congress  during  the  time  that  it  was  considering,  a  year  ago,  the 
bills  to  prohibit  the  introduction  or  movement  of  highly  flammable 
fabrics  in  interstate  commerce. 

Your  committee  was  advised  that  the  ban  on  such  fabrics  will  have 
a  very  significant  effect  on  the  manufacturers  and  processors  of  these 
sheer  fabrics.  The  very  sheer  organdy  produced  by  the  Baltic  Mills 
Co.,  of  Baltic,  Conn.,  normally  represents  from  40  to  50  percent  of  its 
total  production.  A  similar  organdy  produced  by  the  Ponemah 
Mills,  of  Taftville,  Conn.,  represents  25  percent  of  its  sheer-cotton 
production.  The  discontinuance  of  production  of  this  sheer  organdy 
would  remove  from  the  market  a  very  fine  textile  used  in  the  manu¬ 
facture  of  women’s  and  children’s  dresses,  that  would  be  difficult  to 
replace.  It  would  also  cause  unemployment  in  the  mills  and  the 
processing  plants. 

Your  committee  understands  that  the  textiles  produced  by  these 
firms  would  pas  sthe  flammability  test  conducted  in  accordance  with 
commercial  standard  191-53,  providing  the  burning  time  is  lowered 
from  4  seconds  to  3/  seconds.  If  the  law  is  amended  in  accordance 
with  the  reported  bill,  this  organdy  and  similar  textiles  would  be 
permitted  to  move  in  commerce,  production  and  employment  would 
be  continued,  and  the  public  would  still  be  adequately  protected 
against  the  highly  flammable  textiles  used  in  wearing  apparel  which 
have  caused  bodily  injury  and  death. 

HISTORY  OF  LEGISLATION 

Bills  to  prohibit  the  transportation  in  interstate  commerce  of  highly 
flammable  fabrics  and  wearing  apparel  have  been  introduced  in  the 
House  beginning  with  the  79th  Congress,  1st  session  (1945).  In  the 
80th  Congress,  this  committee  held  extensive  hearings  on  three  flam¬ 
mable  fabrics  bills,  namely,  IT  R.  505,  by  Mr.  Canfield,  of  New  Jersey; 
H.  R.  601,  by  Mr.  Johnson,  of  California;  and  H.  R.  1111,  by  Mr. 
Arnold,  of  Missouri.  Similar  bills  were  introduced  during  the  81st 
and  82d  Congresses.  In  the  82d  Congress,  the  Senate  passed  unan¬ 
imously  on  July  3,  1952,  S.  2918,  a  bill  similar  in  many  respects  to 
H.  R.  5069  of  the  83d  Congress  which  was  enacted  into  law.  S.  2918 
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was  reported  by  your  committee  on  July  4,  1952.  The  House  took 
no  action  on  that  bill  prior  to  the  adjournment  of  the  Congress  on 
July  7,  1952. 

On  April  16,  28,  and  29,  1953,  your  Committee  on  Interstate  and 
Foreign  Commerce  held  public  hearings  on  five  similar  bills,  H.  R. 
389,  by  Mr.  Canfield,  of  New  Jersey;  H.  R.  2768,  by  Mr.  Wolverton, 
of  New  Jersey;  H.  R.  3851,  by  Mr.  Canfield,  of  New  Jersey;  H.  R. 
4159,  by  Mr.  Johnson,  of  California;  and  H.  R.  4500,  by  Mr.  Williams,, 
of  Mississippi.  The  principal  objective  of  all  these  bills  is  to  prohibit 
the  introduction  or  movement  in  interstate  commerce  of  articles  of 
wearing  apparel  and  fabrics  which  are  so  highly  flammable  as  to  be 
dangerous  when  worn  by  individuals.  Id.  R.  5069  was  introduced  by 
Mr.  Wolverton,  chairman  of  the  committee,  and  at  the  direction  of 
the  committee,  as  a  “clean”  bill  as  a  result  of  the  committee  hearings 
and  after  executive  consideration  of  all  the  bills  pending  before  the 
committee.  This  bill  was  passed  unanimously  by  the  House  on 
June  3,  1953,  by  the  Senate  on  June  18,  1953,  and  was  approved  by 
the  President  on  June  30,  1953  (Public  Law  88,  83d  Cong.).  This 
act  took  effect  on  July  1,  1954. 

Every  witness  who  testified  before  the  committee,  without  excep¬ 
tion,  representing  virtually  all  segments  of  the  textile  industry  and 
trade,  urged  prompt  and  effective  Federal  legislation  to  protect  the 
public  from  the  dangers  of  highly  flammable  wearing  apparel  and 
fabrics  used  in  wearing  apparel,  anti  supported  these  bills  in  principle. 
Moreover,  the  committee  was  urgently  requested  to  take  prompt  ac¬ 
tion  on  this  legislation.  It  was  pointed  out  that  if  this  legislation  is 
not  enacted,  a  variety  of  State  and  local  regulations  lacking  in  uni¬ 
formity  might  very  well  ensue.  It  seemed  obvious  that  uniformity  of 
regulation  in  this  matter  is  necessary. 

Testimony  in  support  rf  legislation  on  this  subject  was  received 
from  the  Federal  Trade  Commission,  the  National  Cotton  Council 
of  America,  the  National  Retail  Dry  Goods  Association,  the  Tufted 
Textile  Manufacturers  A  ssociation,  the  Society  of  the  Plastics  In¬ 
dustry,  the  Rayon  and  Acetate  Fiber  Producers,  and  others. 

Shortly  before  the  effective  date  of  this  act,  numerous  letters  and 
telegrams  were  received  from  business  firms  engaged  in  the  importation 
and  distribution  of  silk  products  and  from  several  domestic  manufac¬ 
turers  and  distributors  of  organdy,  tulle,  and  similar  sheer  fabrics,  to 
the  effect  that  this  law  would  ban  the  importation,  manufacture,  and 
sale  of  such  products  because  these  fabrics  fail  to  pass  the  flamma¬ 
bility  test  for  “safe”  fabrics  under  the  law.  These  firms  contended 
that  such  silk  and  very  sheer  fabrics  have  been  used  with  safety  by  the 
American  consumer  for  many  generations  and  that  to  ban  these 
products  would  cause  severe  hardship  on  them. 

In  response  to  the  numerous  pleas  for  relief,  the  Subcommittee  on 
Business  and  Consumer  Interests  of  the  Senate  Interstate  and  Foreign 
Commerce  Committee,  made  a  preliminary  investigation  of  the  subject. 
As  a  result  of  this  investigation,  Senator  William  A.  Purtell,  chairman 
of  the  subcommittee,  introduced  on  April  29,  1954,  the  bill,  S.  3379. 
This  bill  proposed  to  add  scarfs,  made  of  plain  surface  fabrics,  to  the 
other  articles  of  wearing  apparel  which  had  already  been  exempted 
from  the  provisions  of  the  Flammable  Fabrics  Act,  namely,  certain 
hats,  gloves,  and  footwear.  The  bill  also  proposed  a  change  in  the 
conditions  under  which  samples  of  textiles  were  to  be  tested  for  flam- 
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inability.  Instead  of  the  test  being  conducted  in  a  “bone  dry”  con¬ 
dition,  as  stipulated  in  commercial  standard  191-53,  which  is  the  stand¬ 
ard  of  flammability  set  forth  in  section  4  of  the  Flammable  Fabrics 
Act,  S.  3379  proposed  that  the  samples  of  the  fabrics  to  be  tested 
should  first  be  dried  and  then  be  conditioned  to  equilibrium  in  an  at¬ 
mosphere  of  65  percent  relative  humidity  and  70  degrees  Fahrenheit. 

Hearings  on  S.  3379  were  held  by  the  Senate  Subcommittee  on 
Business  and  Consumer  Interests  on  May  11,  1954,  at  which  time  the 
bills  was  heartily  endorsed  by  nearly  all  witnesses.  No  opposition 
was  expressed  to  it.  The  bill  was  reported  by  the  entire  Senate  Com¬ 
mittee  on  Interstate  and  Foreign  Commerce  on  May  12,  1954,  and  it 
passed  the  Senate  on  May  18,  1954. 

Shortly  thereafter,  several  important  communications  were  re¬ 
ceived  by  Mr.  Wolverton,  chairman  of  your  Committee  on  Interstate 
and  Foreign  Commerce,  expressing  strong  opposition  to  S.  3379.  Such 
communications  came  from  the  National  Retail  Dry  Goods  Associa¬ 
tion,  the  International  Association  of  Fire  Chiefs,  the  State  fire  marshal 
of  California,  the  International  Ladies  Garment  Workers  Union,  the 
Textile  Workers  Union  of  America,  the  Northern  California  Chapter 
of  the  Society  of  Fire  Protection  Engineers,  and  even  from  the  De¬ 
partment.  of  Commerce  which  had  previously  approved  this  bill. 

The  reason  for  this  opposition  was  the  fact  that  further  tests  con¬ 
ducted  under  the  formula  proposed  in  the  bill  produced  results  that 
were  greatly  disturbing  to  the  safety  and  protection  of  the  public.  If 
enacted,  the  bill  would  have  the  effect  of  greatly  weakening  the  flam¬ 
mability  standard  by  as  much  as  300  to  400  percent  in  the  case  of 
some  textiles.  Illustrative  of  the  comments  made  by  these  organiza¬ 
tions  in  opposition  to  the  bill  is  the  letter  from  the  National  Retail 
Dry  Goods  Association  which  is  quoted  in  full  below : 

National  Retail  Dry  Goods  Association, 

New  York,  N.  Y.,  June  10,  1954- 

Hon.  Charles  Wolverton, 

Chairman,  Interstate  and  Foreign  Commerce  Committee, 

House  Office  Building,  Washington,  D.  C. 

My  Dear  Sir:  The  National  Retail  Dry  Goods  Association  since  the  inception 
of  the  “cowboy”  suit  incidents  of  several  years  ago  has  devoted  itself  to  the  task 
of  trying  to  eliminate  from  the  market  place  wearing  apparel  that  was  danger¬ 
ously  flammable.  We  commend  you,  Mr.  Chairman,  and  the  Congress  for  passing 
the  Flammable  Fabrics  Act  of  1953.  Under  the  provisions  of  this  act  the  con¬ 
suming  public,  we  believe,  is  protected  and  can  feel  confident  that  the  goods 
they  buy  in  American  stores  are  safe. 

As  you  know,  this  act  will  become  effective  on  July  1.  But  during  the  past 
few  weeks  there  has  developed  from  several  quarters  proposals  for  amending 
this  statute.  We  wrote  you  some  days  ago  urging  that  the  Congress  move  with 
care  before  amending  a  statute  prior  to  its  effective  date. 

With  reference  to  the  above-mentioned  letter  we  desire  to  inform  you  of  certain 
developments  that  have  since  taken  place.  The  members  of  our  technical  com¬ 
mittee,  who  have  been  in  consultation  with  others  in  the  technical  field,  have 
submitted  these  recommendations  to  us,  and  we  endorse  and  hereby  forward 
them  to  you  for  your  consideration. 

1.  Wherever  in  the  commercial  standard  reference  is  made  to  “textiles  with¬ 
out  nap,  pile,  tufting,  flock  or  other  type  of  raised-fiber  surface”  and  mention  is 
made  of  the  time  of  flame  spread  as  being  “4  seconds  or  more”  or  “less  than  4 
seconds,”  that  the  time  of  flame  spread  be  changed  to  read  “3  seconds  or  more” 
or  “less  than  3  seconds”  respectively. 

This  change  is  not  to  apply  to  “napped,  piled,  tufted,  flocked  or  other  textiles 
having  a  raised-fiber  surface.” 

It  is  the  unanimous  opinion  of  all  the  technical  people  contacted  that  this  change 
will  not  materially  reduce  the  degree  of  safety  heretofore  provided  by  the  4-sec¬ 
onds  provision.  •  .> 
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2.  That  scarfs  measuring  24  inches  or  less  in  finished  width  and  length  shall  not 
be  deemed  to  be  articles  of  wearing  apparel. 

It  has  been  pointed  out  to  the  members  of  our  technical  committee  that  histori¬ 
cally  these  scarfs  have  not  been  found  to  be  so  highly  flammable  as  to  be  dangerous 
when  worn  by  individuals. 

Our  technical  committee,  however,  feels  that  scarfs  measuring  more  than  24 
inches  in  finished  width  and  length  shall  be  deemed  to  be  articles  of  wearing 
apparel. 

3.  Our  technical  committee  is  unalterably  opposed  to  any  change  in  the  com¬ 
mercial  standard  CS  191-53  which  alters  the  conditions  of  test  in  any  way  and 
particularly  to  the  change  which  has  been  advocated  in  the  Purtell  amendment 
that  specimens  be  tested  at  70°  F.  and  65  percent  relative  humidity.  The  com¬ 
mercial  standard  referred  to  above  presently  requires  that  the  specimens  be  dried 
in  a  horizontal  position  in  an  oven  for  30  minutes  at  221°  F.  (105°  C.),  removed 
from  the  oven  and  placed  over  anhydrous  calcium  chloride  in  a  desiccator  until 
cool,  but  for  not  less  than  15  minutes. 

Our  opposition  to  the  change  in  the  condition  of  test  stems  from— 

(a)  The  fact  that  the  humidity  which  exists  in  all  parts  of  the  country  at 
some  time  and  more  particularly  in  the  central  and  western  parts  of  the 
country  during  all  seasons,  and  in  all  sections  of  the  country  in  the  winter, 
is  frequently  considerably  below  65  percent  and  at  times  closely  approaches 
the  conditions  of  test  presently  set  forth  in  commercial  standard  CS  191-53. 

( b )  The  proponents  of  the  change  in  humidity  to  65  percent  relative 
humidity  have  not  conducted  sufficient  tests  to  prove  the  validity  of  their 
contention  that  such  a  change  is  desirable.  The  data  so  far  developed 
indicate  the  contrary  to  be  the  case  and  further  indicate  that  some  textiles- 
which  are  so  highly  flammable  as  to  be  dangerous  when  worn  by  individuals 
would,  when  tested  under  condition  of  65  percent  relative  humidity,  be 
passed  as  being  relatively  safe. 

Since  the  Purtell  amendment  elects  to  sidestep  that  provision  of  the  commercial 
standard  which  sets  forth  the  conditions  under  which  specimens  shall  be  dried, 
our  technical  committee  is  unalterably  opposed  to  any  amendment  of  the  law 
which  will  negate  the  conditions  of  test  as  set  forth  in  the  commercial  standard 
CS  191-53. 


In  conclusion,  therefore,  we  wish  to  reiterate  that  any  change  in  the  conditions 
of  test  as  presently  set  forth  in  commercial  standard  CS  191-53  would  not  be 
in  the  public  interest. 

Respectfully  yours, 

J.  Gordon  Dakins, 
Executive  Vice  President. 


Another  typical  letter  in  opposition  to  the  bill  was  received  from 
Mr.  Joe  R.  Yockers,  State  fire  marshal  of  the  State  of  California. 
This  letter  states,  in  part: 

*  *  *  On  some  of  the  more  hazardous  types  of  nap-surfaced  materials,  this 
proposed  amendment  will  lower  the  standards  by  as  much  as  300  or  400  percent 
and  the  effect  thereof  will  be  to  pass  practically  every  kind  of  fabric  now  manu¬ 
factured.  If  this  amendment  (S.  3379)  is  approved,  it  can  no  longer  be  said  that 
the  National  Flammable  Fabrics  Act  is  for  the  protection  of  the  general  public 
but  will  simply  be  a  bill  to  protect  manufacturers  against  the  lawful  suits  to  reclaim 
damage  for  injuries  and  deaths  resulting  from  the  sale  of  these  dangerously 
flammable  materials. 

The  effect  of  approving  this  legislation  will  be  that  of  sacrificing  the  lives  of 
many  people,  particularly  among  the  children  of  this  country  and  I  cannot 
believe  that  your  committee  or  the  Congress  of  the  United  States  would  knowingly 
jeopardize  the  welfare  of  our  citizens.  I  therefore  request  that  your  committee 
disapprove  Senate  bill  3379. 

The  Department  of  Commerce  also  withdrew  its  support  from  the 
new  flammability  testing  formula,  proposed  in  S.  3379  and  similar 
House  bills,  H.  R.  9193  and  H.  R.  9392.  In  his  letter  of  June  16,  1954, 
addressed  to  the  chairman  of  your  Committee  on  Interstate  and 
Foreign  Commerce,  Acting  Secretary  of  Commerce,  Mr.  Walter 
Williams,  stated  in  part: 

******* 
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The  bills  pending  before  your  committee  would  resolve  this  aspect  of  the 
problem  by  modifying  the  test  to  provide  that  the  material  to  be  tested  should  be 
tested  when  it  is  in  equilibrium  in  the  standard  testing  atmosphere  of  65  percent 
relative  humidity  and  70°  F.  Under  the  existing  standard  the  test  is  made  on 
the  material  in  an  extremely  dry  condition. 

In  commenting  on  S.  3379  to  the  Committee  on  Interstate  and  Foreign  Com¬ 
merce  of  the  Senate  and  in  a  communication  directed  to  the  Committee  on  Inter¬ 
state  and  Foreign  Commerce  of  the  House,  dated  May  14,  1954,  we  urged  that 
these  modifications  be  enacted  into  law.  We  have,  since  that  time,  through 
tests  which  have  been  conducted,  determined  that  many  fabrics  with  a  raised- 
fiber  surface,  when  tested  under  the  standard  testing  atmosphere  prescribed  by 
S.  3379,  show  such  a  wide  disparity  of  burning  characteristics  as  to  raise  questions 
concerning  the  adequacy  of  the  proposed  revision  as  a  safeguard. 

It  is  recommended  that  instead  of  testing  fabrics  under  the  standard  testing 
conditions,  which  give  us  concern  for  the  reasons  set  forth  above,  a  minimum  of 
3  seconds  burning  time  be  established  for  plain-surface  fabrics  and  that  the  4- 
second  minimum  be  maintained  for  raised-surface  fabrics.  The  tests  would  be 
performed  under  the  dry  conditions  established  by  CS  191-53  as  presently  incor¬ 
porated  in  the  Flammable  Fabrics  Act.  The  differences  in  burning  times  are 
sufficiently  justified,  in  our  opinion,  by  the  more  intense  burning  of  the  raised 
surface  fabrics.  We  are  advised  by  technical  experts  in  the  field  of  flammability 
of  textiles  at  the  National  Bureau  of  Standards  of  the  Department  that  sheer 
plain-surface  fabrics  burning  within  these  limits  have  been  in  conventional  use  for 
many  years  and  that  most  of  these  fabrics  with  raised  surfaces  which  have  appar¬ 
ently  caused  recent  accidents  because  of  their  unusual  flammability  would  be 
banned  by  the  4-second  limit  which  remains  in  effect  for  such  fabrics. 

The  various  proposals  to  avoid  the  real  difficulty  with  respect  to  conventional 
sheer  plain-surface  fabrics  have  been  discussed  thoroughly  with  members  of  the 
standing  committee  for  CS  191-53.  This  committee  which  participated  actively 
in  the  development  of  the  standard  was  unanimous  in  the  opinion  that  the  solu¬ 
tion  herein  proposed  would  provide  adequate  and  appropriate  safeguards  against 
fabrics  of  unusual  hazards  and  at  the  same  time  allow  interstate  traffic  in  conven¬ 
tional  sheer  plain-surface  fabrics  which  do  not  present  such  unusual  hazards.  *  *  * 

The  recommendation  of  the  Acting  Secretary  of  Commerce  that  a 
minimum  of  3  seconds  burning  time  be  established  for  plain-surface 
fabrics,  while  maintaining  the  4-second  minimum  for  raised-surface 
fabrics,  and  conducting  the  tests  under  the  “bone  dry”  conditions 
established  by  commercial  standard  191-53,  was  explored  by  the 
chairman  of  your  Committee  on  Interstate  and  Foreign  Commerce 
with  many  interested  parties.  As  a  result  of  these  discussions  and 
communications,  it  developed  that  a  reduction  of  the  burning  time 
from  4  to  3}i  seconds  for  plain-surface  fabrics  would  be  sufficient  to 
qualify  as  “safe”  those  sheer  fabrics  which  now  fail  to  pass  the  flam¬ 
mability  requirements  under  the  law  by  a  very  narrow  margin.  A 
letter  from  the  Ponemah  Mills,  shown  in  the  appendix  to  this  report, 
states  that  such  an  amendment  would  be  adequate  to  permit  the 
movement  in  commerce  of  the  sheer  fabrics  which  now  fail  to  pass  the 
flammability  test.  Moreover,  the  view  was  expressed  that  this  amend¬ 
ment  would  have  the  support  of  the  cotton  textile  industry.  Your 
committee  was  also  assured  that  this  reduction  in  burning  time  to 
3%  seconds  for  plain -surface  fabrics  would  not  materially  lessen  the 
safety  to  the  public  which  the  Congress  sought  to  provide  by  the 
enactment  of  the  Flammable  Fabrics  Act. 

REPORTS  FROM  EXECUTIVE  DEPARTMENTS  AND  AGENCIES 

The  reports  from  the  executive  departments  and  agencies  on  the 
bill  are  included  in  the  appendix  to  this  report. 


8 


AMEND  SECTION  4  OF  THE  FLAMMABLE  FABRICS  ACT 


CHANGES  IN  EXISTING  LAW 

In  compliance  with  clause  3  of  rule  XIII  of  the  Rules  of  the  House 
of  Representatives,  changes  in  existing  law  made  by  the  bill,  as 
passed  by  the  Senate,  are  shown  as  follows  (new  matter  is  printed  in 
italics,  existing  law  in  which  no  change  is  proposed  is  shown  in  roman): 

Sections  2  and  4  of  the  Flammable  Fabrics  Act 

DEFINITIONS 


Sec.  2.  As  used  in  this  Act — 

(a)  The  term  “person”  means  an  individual,  partnership,  corporation,  associa¬ 
tion,  or  any  other  form  of  business  enterprise. 

(b)  The  term  “commerce”  means  commerce  among  the  several  States  or  with 
foreign  nations,  or  in  any  territory  of  the  United  States  or  in  the  District  of 
Columbia,  or  between  any  such  Territory  and  another,  or  between  any  such  Ter¬ 
ritory  and  any  State  or  foreign  nation,  or  between  the  District  of  Columbia  and 
any  State  or  Territory  or  foreign  nation. 

^c)  The  term  “Territory”  includes  the  insular  possessions  of  the  United  States 
and  also  any  Territory  of  the  United  States. 

(d)  The  term  “article  of  wearing  apparel”  means  any  costume  or  article  of 
clothing  worn  or  intended  to  be  worn  by  individuals  except  hats,  gloves,  scarfs 
made  of  plain  surface  fabrics  and  footwear:  Provided ,  however,  That  such  hats  do 
not  constitute  or  form  part  of  a  covering  for  the  neck,  face,  or  shoulders  when  worn 
by  indivi  dials:  Provided  further,  That  such  gloves  are  not  more  than  fourteen 
inches  in  length  and  are  not  affixed  to  or  do  not  form  an  integral  part  of  another 
garment:  And  provided  further,  That  such  footwear  does  not  consist  of  hosiery 
in  whole  or  in  part  and  is  not  affixed  to  or  does  not  form  an  integral  part  of  another 
garment. 

(e)  The  term  “fabric”  means  any  material  (other  than  fiber,  filament,  or  yarn) 
woven,  knitted,  felted,  or  otherwise  produced  from  or  in  combination  with  any 
natural  or  synthetic  fiber,  film,  or  substitute  therefor  which  is  intended  or  sold 
for  use  in  wearing  apparel  except  that  interlining  fabrics  when  intended  or  sold 
for  use  in  wearing  apparel  shall  not  be  subject  to  this  Act. 

(f)  The  term  “interlining”  means  any  fabric  which  is  intended  for  incorporation 
into  an  article  of  wearing  apparel  as  a  layer  between  an  outer  shell  and.  an  inner 
lining. 

(g)  The  term  “Commission”  means  the  Federal  Trade  Commission. 

(h)  The  term  “Federal  Trade  Commission  Act”  means  the  Act  of  Congress 
entitled  “An  Act  to  create  a  Federal  Trade  Commission,  to  define  its  powers  and 
duties,  and  for  other  purposes,”  approved  September  26,  1914,  as  amended. 

******* 

STANDARD  OF  FLAMMABILITY 

Sec.  4.  (a)  Any  fabric  or  article  of  wearing  apparel  shall  be  deemed  so  highly 
flammable  within  the  meaning  of  section  3  of  this  Act  as  to  be  dangerous  when 
worn  by  individuals  if  such  fabric  or  any  uncovered  or  exposed  part  of  such  article 
of  wearing  apparel  exhibits  rapid  and  intense  burning  when  tested  under  the 
conditions  and  in  the  manner  prescribed  in  the  Commercial  Standard  promulgated 
by  the  Secretary  of  Commerce  effective  January  30,  1 953,  and  identified  as 
■“Flammability  of  Clothing  Textiles,  Commercial  Standard  191-53,”  or  exhibits 
a  rate  of  burning  in  excess  of  that  specified  in  paragraph  3.11  of  the  Commercial 
Standard  promulgated  by  the  Secretary  of  Commerce  effective  May  22,  1953, 
and  identified  as  “General  Purpose  Vinyl  Plastic  Film,  Commercial  Standard 
192-53.”  For  the  purposes  of  this  Act,  such  Commercial  Standard  191-53  shall 
apply  with  respect  to  the  hats,  gloves,  and  footwear  covered  by  section  2  (d)  of 
this  Act,  notwithstanding  any  exception  contained  in  such  Commercial  Standard 
with  respect  to  hats,  gloves,  and  footwear. 

(b)  If  at  any  time  the  Secretary  of  Commerce  finds  that  the  Commercial 
Standards  referred  to  in  subsection  (a)  of  this  section  are  inadequate  for  the  pro¬ 
tection  of  the  public  interest,  he  shall  submit  to  the  Congress  a  report  setting 
forth  his  findings  together  with  such  proposals  for  legislation  as  he  deems  appro¬ 
priate. 
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hibits  an  intense  flame  contributing  significantly  to  the  unusual  hazard.  This 
intensity  of  burning  is  not  found  in  the  burning  of  the  plain-surface  fabrics.  We 
have  given  considerable  thought  to  various  proposals  that  have  been  made  to 
resolve  this  difficulty.  In  general,  and  particularly  in  embarking  upon  control 
in  a  new  field  such  as  is  here  undertaken,  every  precaution  should  be  taken  to 
keep  regulation  to  the  bare  minimum  necessary  to  accomplish  the  congressional 
purpose,  i.  e.,  the  removal  of  unusual  hazards. 

The  bills  pending  before  your  committee  would  resolve  this  aspect  of  the  prob¬ 
lem  by  modifying  the  test  to  provide  that  the  material  to  be  tested  should  be 
tested  when  it  is  in  equilibrium  in  the  standard  testing  atmosphere  of  65  percent 
relative  humidity  and  70°  F.  Under  the  existing  standard  the  test  is  made  on  the 
material  in  an  extremely  dry  condition. 

In  commenting  on  S.  3379  to  the  Committee  on  Interstate  and  Foreign  Com- 
Tnerce  of  the  Senate  and  in  a  communication  directed  to  the  Committee  on  Inter¬ 
state  and  Foreign  Commerce  of  the  House,  dated  May  14,  1954,  we  urged  that 
these  modifications  be  enacted  into  law.  We  have,  since  that  time,  through  tests 
which  have  been  conducted,  determined  that  many  fabrics  with  a  raised  fiber 
surface,  when  tested  under  the  standard  testing  atmosphere  prescribed  by  S.  3379, 
show  such  a  wide  disparity  of  burning  characteristics  as  to  raise  questions  concern¬ 
ing  the  adequacy  of  the  proposed  revision  as  a  safeguard. 

It  is  recommended  that  instead  of  testing  fabrics  under  the  standard  testing 
conditions,  which  give  us  concern  for  the  reasons  set  forth  above,  a  minimum  of  3 
seconds  burning  time  be  established  for  plain-surface  fabrics  and  that  the  4-second 
minimum  be  maintained  for  raised-surface  fabrics.  The  tests  would  be  performed 
under  the  dry  conditions  established  by  CS  191-53  as  presently  incorporated  in 
the  Flammable  Fabrics  Act.  The  differences  in  burning  times  are  sufficiently 
justified,  in  our  opinion,  by  the  more  intense  burning  of  the  raised-surface  fabrics. 
We  are  advised  by  technical  experts  in  the  field  of  flammability  of  textiles  at  the 
National  Bureau  of  Standards  of  the  Department  that  sheer  plain-surface  fabrics 
burning  within  these  limits  have  been  in  conventional  use  for  many  years  and  that 
most  of  those  fabrics  with  raised  surfaces  which  have  apparently  caused  recent 
accidents  because  of  their  unusual  flammability  would  be  banned  by  the  4-second 
limit  which  remains  in  effect  for  such  fabrics. 

The  various  proposals  to  avoid  the  real  difficulty  with  respect  to  conventional 
sheer  plain-surface  fabrics  have  been  discussed  thoroughly  with  members  of  the 
standing  committee  for  CS  191-53.  This  committee  which  participated  actively 
in  the  development  of  the  standard  was  unanimous  in  the  opinion  that  the  solution 
herein  proposed  would  provide  adequate  and  appropriate  sr.feguards  against 
fabrics  of  unusual  hazards  and  at  the  same  time  allow  interstate  traffic  in  con¬ 
ventional  sheer  plain-surface  fabrics  which  do  not  present  such  unusual  hazards. 
There  follows  a  revised  section  (c),  which,  when  substituted  for  the  section  (c) 
proposed  by  the  bills  pending  before  your  committee,  would  carry  out  this  in¬ 
tention  : 


“(c)  Notwithstanding  the  provisions  of  paragraph  3.1,  commercial  standard 
191-53,  textiles  free  from  nap,  pile,  tufting,  flock,  or  other  type  of  raised-fiber 
surface  when  tested  as  described  in  said  standard  shall  be  classified  as  class  1, 
normal  flammability,  when  the  time  of  flame  spread  is  3  seconds  or  more,  and  as 
class  3,  rapid  and  intense  burning,  when  the  time  of  flame  spread  is  less  than  3 
seconds.” 

t'  We  have  been  advised  by  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget  that  they  would  interpose 
no  objection  to  the  submission  of  this  report  to  your  committee. 

If  we  can  be  of  further  assistance  in  this  matter,  please  call  on  us. 

Sincerely  yours, 


Walter  Williams, 


Acting  Secretary  of  Commerce. 


The  Secretary  of  Commerce, 

Washington,  June  22,  1954- 

Hon.  Charles  A.  Wolverton, 

Chairman,  Committee  on  Interstate  and  Foreign  Commerce, 

House  of  Representatives,  Washington,  D.  C. 

Dear  Mr.  Chairman:  This  letter  is  in  reply  to  your  request  for  the  views  of 
the  Department  of  Commerce  with  respect  to  H.  R.  9392,  a  bill  to  amend  the 
Flammable  Fabrics  Act,  so  as  to  exempt  from  its  application  fabrics  and  wearing 
apparel  which  are  not  highly  inflammable. 

We  recommend  against  enactment  of  H.  R.  9392  in  its  present  form. 
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On  June  Iff,  1954,  the  views  of  the  Department  with  respect  to  H.  R.  9193  and 
S.  3379  were  submitted  to  you.  These  latter  bills  are  identical  with  each  other 
and  are  the  same  as  H.  R.  9392  with  one  exception  which  is  that  H.  R.  9392  does 
not  include  scarfs  made  of  plain-surface  fabrics  as  an  exemption  from  the  applica¬ 
tion  of  the  Flammable  Fabrics  Act. 

For  reasons  set  forth  in  detail  in  our  letter  of  June  16,  the  Department  urges  the 
exemption  from  the  application  of  the  act  of  scarfs  made  from  plain-surface  fabrics. 

The  amendment  to  section  4  of  the  Flammable  Fabrics  Act  proposed  by 
H.  R.  9392  is,  as  stated  above,  identical  to  the  amendment  to  that  section  proposed 
by  S.  3379  and  H.  R.  9193.  The  Department  favors  the  purpose  of  this  amendment 
as  exempting  from  the  application  of  the  act  certain  sheer  plain-surface  fabrics 
which  do  not,  in  contrast  to  certain  raised  or  pile-surface  fabrics,  display  an  intense 
flame  on  ignition.  These  sheer  fabrics  are  conventional  fabrics  and  have  been  in 
commerce  for  many  years  with  no  historical  pattern  of  unusual  hazard  to  the 
person.  For  reasons  set  forth  in  detail  in  our  letter  of  June  16,  we  do  not,  however, 
favor  the  procedure  proposed  by  H.  R.  9392  for  effecting  this  exemption,  but 
rather  recommend  the  enactment  of  the  alternative  procedure  set  forth  in  that 
letter. 

No  objection  was  taken  by  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget  to  our  views  as  set  forth 
in  the  letter  of  June  16. 

If  we  can  be  of  further  assistance  in  this  matter,  please  call  on  us. 

Sincerely  yours, 


Sinclair  Weeks, 
Secretary  of  Commerce. 


The  Secretary  of  Commerce, 
Washington,  D.  C.,  July  27,  1954. 

Hon.  Charles  A.  Wolverton, 

Chairman,  Committee  on  Interstate  and  Foreign  Commerce, 

House  of  Representatives,  Washington,  D.  C. 

Dear  Mr.  Chairman:  This  letter  is  in  reply  to  a  telephonic  request  from  your 
staff  for  the  views  of  the  Department  of  Commerce  with  respect  to  a  proposed 
amendment  to  the  Flammable  Fabrics  Act  to  provide  for  a  minimum  flame  spread 
time  of  3.5  seconds  when  testing  plain  surface  fabrics.  On  June  16,  1954,  we 
transmitted  to  you  our  comments  on  H.  R.  9193  and  S.  3379,  legislative  proposals 
to  amend  the  act  for  the  purpose  of  allowing  interstate  commerce  in  certain 
conventional  types  of  fabrics  when  they  do  not  present  unusual  hazards.  On 
June  22,  we  reported  to  you  on  a  similar  bill,  H.  R.  9392. 

In  our  previous  comments,  we  urged  that  the  minimum  flame  spread  time  be 
reduced  from  4  seconds  to  3  seconds  for  plain  surface  fabrics  and  recommended 
amendatory  language  for  this  purpose.  We  share  your  desire  to  maintain  a 
standard  of  flammability  which  will  foreclose  interstate  traffic  in  unusually 
dangerous  fabrics.  As  you  know  from  our  previous  comments,  however,  we  do 
not  want  the  standard  of  this  act  to  outlaw  conventional  type  fabrics  which  do  not, 
in  our  opinion,  present  unusual  hazards.  We  believe  that  a  standard  setting  a 
minimum  time  of  3.5  seconds  would  allow  commerce  in  most  of  the  conventional 
type  cotton  fabrics  and  we  would,  therefore,  interpose  no  objection  to  such  an 
amendment.  We  stress  again  our  view  that  this  more  liberal  standard  would  be 
applicable  only  to  plain  surface  fabrics  which  do  not  exhibit  the  intense  burning 
of  the  piled  or  tufted  fabrics. 

We  urge,  however,  that  the  exemption  which  would  be  provided  for  plain 
surfaced  scarfs  by  S.  3379  and  H.  R.  9193  be  included  in  any  proposal  enacted  by 
the  Congress.  These  scarfs  do  not,  in  our  opinion,  exhibit  unusual  hazard  and  do 
represent  an  important  item  in  our  foreign  and  domestic  trade. 

We  are  advised  by  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget  that  no  objection  would  be  taken 
to  the  submission  of  this  report  to  the  committee. 

Sincerely  yours, 


Sinclair  Weeks, 
Secretary  of  Commerce. 
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Department  of  Commerce, 

National  Bureau  of  Standards 

Hon.  Charles  A.  Wolverton,  Washington,  July  2,  1954. 

House  of  Representatives,  Washington,  D.  C. 

Dear  Congressman  Wolverton:  Your  letter  of  June  30,  1954  requested 
comments  on  certain  provisions  of  S.  3379,  H.  R.  9193,  and  H.  R.  9392  relating  to 
proposed  amendments  to  the  Flammable  Fabrics  Act.  Normally  it  is  our  pro¬ 
cedure  to  transmit  comments  on  proposed,  legislation  to  the  Office  of  the  Secretary 
ot  Oommei  ce  for  incorporation  in  a  policy  position  bv  the  Secretarv.  In  this  case 
however,  we  have  secured  permission  of  the  Office  of  the  Geneial  Counsel  of  the 
Department  to  reply  directly  to  your  letter. 

I  am  enclosing  a  copy  of  a  memorandum  of  Julv  1  to  the  Department’s  General 
Counsel  commenting  on  certain  provisions  of  the  aforementioned  bills.  Your 
letter,  however,  specifically  requests  a  report  on  tests  performed  bv  the  Bureau  in 
connection  with  a  proposed  new  subsection  (c)  to  section  4  of  the  act.  I  should 
point  out  first  that  our  tests  relating  to  this  item  include  a  limited,  range  of  ma¬ 
terials.  i  hey  do,  however,  show  that  certain  lightweight  plain-surface  silk  and 
cotton  fabrics  fail  the  4-second  test  but  pass  the  3-second  test.  Thus  the  present 
and  proposed  values  are  in  a  range  where  the  value  selected  is  arbitrary  and  where 
small  changes  in  this  value  would  tend  either  to  include  or  exclude  certain  border- 
line  materials.  Also,  our  tests  indicate  that  the  burning  characteristics  of  plain- 
surface  fabrics  are  different  from  those  of  the  raised-surface  fabrics  so  that  one 
might  develop  a  sound  technical  reason  for  providing  a  different  time  limit  in  one 
class  than  in  the  other. 

As  to  wrhether  the  proposed  change  would  materially  lessen  the  safety  to  the 
public,  we  do  not  feel  qualified  to  make  a  recommendation.  There  is  some  degree 
of  hazard  in  nearly  all  fabrics  and  any  precisely  selected  cutoff  point  involves  a 
certain  amount  of  arbitrariness.  Thus,  it  would  be  difficult  to  establish  that  the 
proposed  change  of  4  to  3  seconds  in  the  burning  time  for  plain-surface  fabric 
w'ould  represent  an  appreciable  increase  in  the  hazard  to  the  public. 

Sincerely  yours, 

A.  V.  Astin,  Director. 


Proposed  Revision  of  the  Flammable  Fabrics  Act,  Public  Law  88, 

83d  Congress 


July  1,  1954. 

Stephen  F.  Dunn, 

General  Counsel,  Department  of  Commerce: 

Mr.  McClure  of  your  office  discussed  with  Dr.  Robertson,  Chief  of  the  NBS 
Fire  Protection  Section,  twro  proposed  revisions  in  the  Flammable  Fabrics  Act 
and  asked  for  an  official  opinion. 

The  proposal  to  change  from  the  ovendrying  method  of  conditioning  fabrics 
prior  to  test  to  a  method  which  would  permit  testing  with  some  moisture  content, 
we  would  definitely  advise  against.  Commercial  standard  191-53,  which  pre¬ 
scribes  the  ovendrying  process,  was  developed  as  a  voluntary  standard  by  mem¬ 
bers  of  the  textile  industry  with  assistance  of  the  National  Bureau  of  Standards. 
The .  conditioning  method  described  in  this  standard  (that  of  ovendrying  the 
specimen)  was  selected  because  the  test  wras  of  a  safety  character  and  most  fabrics 
have  shown  an  increase  in  hazardous  flammability  in  the  dry  condition.  Such 
dry  condition  of  the  fabric  is  frequently  approached  under  the  winter  heating  con¬ 
ditions  in  many  homes,  as  well  as  through  the  yeai  in  the  more  arid  sections  of  the 
country.  The  National  Bureau  of  Standards  consideis  this  a  realistic  approach 
to  the  selection  of  a  standard  moisture  content  of  the  fabric  being  tested. 

Data  on  the  effect  of  conditioning  fabrics  to  higher  moisture  content  prior  to 
test  are  limited,  but  those  now-  avails.ble  indicate  that  there  is  likelv  to  be  no  gen¬ 
eral  correlation  between  the  flammability  of  fabrics  so  treated  and  their  flammabil¬ 
ity  in  the  ovendry  condition.  The  results  of  the  tests  referred  to  in  our  memo¬ 
randum  on  this  subject  of  May  18,  1954,  to  Mr.  Morrow  have  shown  that  a  brushed 
rayon  fabric  burned  very  much  slower  when  tested  after  conditioning  as  proposed 
than  wffien  tested  after  ovendrying  as  provided  in  the  law.  Also,  the  tests  showed 
that  the  burning  behavior  of  cotton  flannels  was  markedly  changed.  These  find¬ 
ings  cast  grave  doubts  on  the  advisability  of  the  proposed  change. 

Concerning  the  proposal  to  change  from  4  seconds  to  3  seconds  the  standard 
burning  time  as  the  criterion  of  high  flammability,  the  National  Bureau  of  Stand¬ 
ards  has  no  definite  advice  to  give.  Data  are  lacking  as  to  how  such  a  change 
would  affect  the  sorting  of  hazardous  from  acceptable  fabrics.  The  line  of  demar- 
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cation  itself  is  an  arbitrary  one  and  not  subject  to  definition  by  simple  test  pro¬ 
cedures.  Therefore,  we  do  not  feel  in  a  position  to  recommend  either  for  or  against 
this  aspect  of  the  proposal. 

A.  V.  Astin, 

Director,  National  Bureau  of  Standards. 


Federal  Trade  Commission, 

Washington,  July  7,  1954. 

Hon.  Charles  A.  Wolverton, 

Chairman,  Committee  on  Interstate  and  Foreign  Commerce, 

House  of  Representatives,  Washington,  D.  C. 

Dear  Mr.  Chairman:  Reference  is  made  to  your  letters  of  May  20,  21,  and 
June  3,  1954,  requesting  reports  upon  S.  3379,  II.  R  9193,  and  H.  R.  9392,  respec¬ 
tively,  all  of  the  83d  Congress,  2d  session.  S.  3379  and  H.  R.  9193  in  substance 
are  identical  and  H.  R.  9392  differs  only  in  that  it  does  not  contain  a  provision 
appearing  in  the  other  two  bills  which  would  exclude  “scarfs  made  of  plain  surface 
fabrics”  from  the  definition  of  wearing  aoparel  in  the  Flammable  Fabrics  Act. 

Under  date  of  May  6,  1954,  the  Commission  made  a  report  upon  S.  3379  to  the 
chairman  of  the  Committee  on  Interstate  and  Foreign  Commerce  of  the  Senate 
stating  that  it  had  “no  information  which  would  warrant  the  expression  of  objec¬ 
tion  to  the  proposed  amendments”  to  the  Flammable  Fabrics  Act.  As  stated  in 
this  report  it  is  our  understanding  that  the  exclusion  of  scarfs  made  of  plain- 
surface  fabric  from  the  coverage  of  the  act  is  intended  to  permit  the  continued 
sale  of  scarfs  made  of  conventional  sheer  materials,  especially  sheer  silk,  but  to 
leave  within  the  coverage  of  the  act  those  having  a  napped  or  raised  surface 
which  may  be  liable  to  flash  burning.  It  is  further  our  understanding  that  the 
proposed  amendment  to  section  4  of  the  Flammable  Fabrics  Act  which  would 
change  the  testing  method  provided  by  the  statute  is  intended  to  avoid  the 
probable  result  of  the  application  of  the  presently  prescribed  standard  in  prevent¬ 
ing  future  use  of  a  number  of  conventional  sheer  fabrics  heretofore  commonly 
used  as  dress  materials. 

The  change  in  testing  method  provided  by  S.  3379  would  require  that  in  deter¬ 
mining  whether  fabrics  or  articles  of  wearing  apparel  exhibit  a  rate  of  burning  in 
excess  of  the  prescribed  standard  that  the  tests,  instead  of  being  made  with 
oven-dried  samples,  shall  be  made  with  samples  which,  after  being  dried,  are 
conditioned  to  equilibrium  in  an  atmosphere  of  70°  F.  and  65  percent  relative 
humidity.  It  was  our  information  at  the  time  of  this  report,  and  also  the  view  of 
the  Department  of  Commerce,  that  this  change  in  testing  standards  would  not 
materially  alter  the  effect  of  the  act  as  to  so-called  torch  sweaters,  cowboy  plav- 
suits,  and  similar  napped  or  raised-surface  fabrics.  We  are  now  informed  that 
since  the  reports  were  made  to  the  Senate  committee  upon  S.  3379  the  Department 
of  Commerce  has  determined  through  tests  which  have  been  conducted  that  cer¬ 
tain  fabrics  having  a  raised-fiber  surface,  when  tested  under  the  change  in  tech¬ 
nique  proposed  in  S.  3379,  show  such  a  wide  disparity  of  burning  characteristics 
as  to  give  rise  to  question  as  to  the  adequacy  of  the  protection  which  would  be 
afforded  under  the  proposed  revision. 

It  is  our  understanding  that  the  Department  of  Commerce,  after  consultation 
with  technical  experts  in  the  field  of  flammability  of  textiles  at  the  National 
Bureau  of  Standards  and  with  the  members  of  the  standing  committee  for  CS 
191—53,  is  now  proposing  an  amendment  to  section  4  of  the  act  in  lieu  of  that  con¬ 
tained  in  the  three  bills  under  consideration.  In  substance  this  proposed  amend¬ 
ment  would  lower  the  burning  time  specified  for  acceptability  under  the  tests,  as 
to  plain-surface  fabrics  only,  from  4  seconds  to  3  seconds.  As  .you  know  the  pres¬ 
ent  act  contains  a  provision  that  if  at  any  time  the  Secretary  of  Commerce  finds 
that  the  flammability  standards  provided  in  the  act  are  inadequate  for  the  pro¬ 
tection  of  the  public  icterest  “he  shall  submit  to  the  Congress  a  report  setting 
forth  his  findings  together  with  such  proposals  for  legislation  as  he  deems  appro¬ 
priate.” 

The  Commission  has  no  information  which  would  warrant  the  expression  of 
objection  to  the  legislation  proposed  by  the  three  bills  if  amended  in  conformity 
with  the  proposal  made  by  the  Department  of  Commerce. 

Sincerely  yours, 


Edward  F.  Howrey,  Chairman. 
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Executive  Office  of  the  President, 

Bureau  of  the  Budget, 
Washington,  D.  C.,  July  6,  1954- 

Hon.  Charles  A.  Wolverton, 

Chairman,  Committee  on  Interstate  and  Foreign  Commerce, 

House  of  Representatives,  Washington,  D.  C. 

My  Dear  Mr.  Chairman:  This  will  acknowledge  your  requests  of  May  20, 
May  21,  and  June  3,  1954,  for  the  views  of  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget  on  S.  3379, 
H.  R.  9193,  and  H.  R.  9392,  bills  which  would  amend  the  Flammable  Fabrics  Act, 
so  as  to  exempt  from  its  application  fabrics  and  wearing  apparel  which  are  not 
highly  flammable. 

Because  the  Department  of  Commerce  has  special  competence  in  this  matter, 
the  Bureau  of  the  Budget  defers  to  its  views  as  expressed  in  its  reports  to  your 
committee  of  June  22  and  June  16,  1954. 

Sincerely  yours, 

Donald  R.  Belcher, 

Assistant  Director. 


83d  CONGRESS 
2d  Session 


Union  Calendar  No.  902 

S.  3379 

[Report  No.  2630] 


IN  THE  HOUSE  OE  REPRESENTATIVES 

May  18, 1954 

Referred  to  the  Committee  on  Interstate  and  Foreign  Commerce 

August  5, 1954 

Reported  with  amendments,  committed  to  the  Committee  of  the  Whole  House 
on  the  State  of  the  Union,  and  ordered  to  be  printed 

[Strike  out  all  after  the  enacting  clause  and  insert  the  part  printed  in  italic] 


AN  ACT 

To  amend  the  Flammable  Fabrics  Act,  so  as  to  exempt  from  its 
application  fabrics  and  wearing  apparel  which  are  not  highly 
flammable. 

1  Be  it  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  House  of  Representa- 

2  tives  of  the  United  States  of  America  in  Congress  assembled, 

3  -That  the  Flammable  Fabrics  Act  -{#7-  Statv  444-j  f-§  IA  Sr  Ur 

4  seesr  1491  4-200)  is  amended  as  follows-? 

5  -(4)-  In  section  3  -fd}-  after--  the  eemma  following :  “hats7 

6  gloves”  insert  “scarfs  made  of  plain  surface  fabrics”;  and 

7  .  /  O  \  Q  |fny  OllKoPCflATI  /  li  \  oopti  ATI  J.  Ill  OCrf  ill  a  -fVlll  /1TTT1T1  ry  • 

y  w'  J  III  tul  bUUuCC  1/IvJll  y  IJ  J  U1  oUL  11  vt  1 1  1  llluvl  t  TlIC  IvJllvJ  W  111^  ■ 

8  -^-(e)  Notwithstanding  the  provisions  of  Commercial 

9  Standard  494-53,  setting  forth  the  conditions  under  which 
10  samples  of  fabrres  and  articles  of  wearing  apparel  are  to  he 
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tested,  Ike  leeks  shall-  ke  swede  upon  samples  which  after 
having  been  previously  dried  are  conditioned  to  equilibrium 
in  Ike  standard  textile  testing  atmosphere  of  kb  per  centum 
relative  humidity  and  seventy  degrees  Fahrenheit/’ 

That  section  4  of  the  Flammable  Fabrics  Act  (15  U.  S.  C., 
sec.  1193)  is  hereby  amended  by  inserting  at  the  end  thereof 
the  following  subsection: 

“(c)  Notwithstanding  the  provisions  of  paragraph  3.1 
Commercial  Standard  191-53,  textiles  free  from  nap,  pile, 
tufting,  flock,  or  other  type  of  raised  fiber  surface  when 
tested  as  described  in  said  standard  shall  be  classified  as  class 
1,  normal  flammability,  when  the  time  of  flame  spread  is 
three  and  one-half  seconds  or  more,  and  as  class  3,  rapid  and 
intense  burning,  when  the  time  of  flame  spread  is  less  than 
three  and,  one-half  seconds." 

Amend  the  title  so  as  to  read:  “An  Act  to  amend  section 
4  of  the  Flammable  Fabrics  Act,  with  respect  to  standards  of 
flammability  in  the  case  of  certain  textiles.” 

Passed  the  Senate  May  17  (legislative  day,  May  13), 
1954. 

Attest:  J.  MARK  TRICE, 

Secretary. 
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HOUSE 

VIRGIN  ISLANDS .  The.  Agriculture  Committee  reported  without  amendment  H, 

10077,  to  restore  the  USDA  animal-poultrw  inspection  authority,  regarding  im- 
orts  into  the  Virgin  Islands',  on  a  “modified  basis  (H.  Rept.  2653)  (p/ 13202), 


6.,  CCC 'NHAlIMS «  The  Agriculture  Committee  ordered  reported  H.  R.  6878, yto  amend 
the  >CC  Charter  Act  in  order  to  relieve  innocent  purchasers  of  fungible  goods 
converted  by  warehousemen  from  CCC  claims  (p.  D968). 


7o  FLAMMABLE  FABRICS.  Passed  as  reported  S ,  3379,  to  amend  the  Flammable  Fabrics 
Act  so  as  to  exempt  from  its  application  fabrics  and  wearing  apparel  which  are 
not  highly  flammable  (pp,  13180-3). 


8.  SOIL  CONSERVATION  Rep.  Hiller,  Kans,,  spoke  in  favor  of? flood  prevention 
through  soil  conservation  practices  in  watersheds  and  ^raised  the  recently 
enacted  Hope-Aiken\watershed  development  bill  (pp,  13200-1). 


9.  LEGISLATIVE  PROGRAM.  %^reed  to  consider  the  Consent  and  Private  Calendars 
Thurs.  On  objection  bys^Reo .  Hoeven,  the  House  di&  not  adjourn  over  until 
ThurSe,  in  order  that  th\f arm  program  bill  couZd  be  sent  to  conference  on 
Tied,  Rep.  Arenas  stated  t^at,  if  the  House  do4s  not  receive  a  conference 
report  to  consider,  it  is  planned  to  adjourn/over  from  Thurs.  until  Non . 
(p~.  13197). 


ITEMS  IN  APPENDIX 


10.  FARM  PROGRAM.  Extension  of  remarks  Pf/Rep.  Vursell  commending  the  Eisenhower 
administration  for  "the  greatest  effort  that  has  ever  been  made  by  our 
Government...  to  be  helpful  to  the/iarkprs,*  11  and  citing  some  of  the  accomplish¬ 
ments  in  the  farm  program  (pp.  A5933-U) 

Extension  of  remarks  of  Rep,  Ellsworth  giving  a  summary  of  legislation 
which  has  been  acted  upon  during  the  current  Congress,  including  several  bills 
affecting  forests  and  forestry  (pp,  A59Q7-1CT 


11.  FORESTRY.  Rep.  Metcalf  inserted  an  Outdoor  ‘Writers  Association  of  America 

resolution  and  an  Anaconda  Standard  article  urgink  passage  of  H»  R.  8225,  to 
establish  public  use  ol/ national  forest  lands  and  use  10/S  of  receipts  to  develop 
recreation  areas,  etc.  (p.  A$929) . 


12.  FARM  PRICES.  Sen,  Tftye  inserted  a  Christian  Science  Monitor  article,  "Retail 
Food  Prices  Rise  sis  Farm  Income  Drops"  (p.  AH>927)»  \ 


13.  PERSONNEL .  Speeches  of  Reps.  Springer  and  Buchanan  favoring  N.  R.  92U5,  the 
postal  pay  raise  bill  (pp,  A5 928-9) .  \ 

Rep,  Da^ris,  Wis.,  inserted  a  transcript  of  Earl  Godwin’s  (NJ3C  news  com¬ 
mentator)  Hews  report  criticizing  passage  of  a  pay  raise  bill  for\jpostal 
employees,  without  including  all  Federal  employees  (p.  A5930) , 


COMMITTEE  HEARINGS  RELEASED  BY  GPO 


FLOO, 


CONTROL.  H.  R.  9859,  the  omnibus  flood  control  bill.  Subcommittee  won 
Fldod  Control-Rivers  and  Harbors,  S.  Public  Works  Committee, 
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myself  and  my  colleagues  from 
cago  I  extend  to  the  widow,  the  sons, 
and  the  other  members  of  Jim  Buckley’s 
famil^mr  deepest  sympathy. 

[Mr.  KEES  of  Kansas  addressed  the 
House.  His  remarks  will  appear  here¬ 
after  in  th'e  Appendix.  1 

Mr.  MACKVf  Illinois.  Mr.  Speaker,  I 
wish  to  join  with  my  colleagues  in  pay¬ 
ing  tribute  to  '  the  Honorable  James 
Buckley,  of  Lanshag,  Ill.  The  news  of 
his  death  has  saddened  the  hearts  of  all 
those  who  knew  him\  It  was  my  privi¬ 
lege  to  serve  with  Jim  Buckley  during 
the  81st  Congress.  Duritog  those  2  years, 
he  aggressively  pressed  tor  legislation 
which  would  benefit  the  working  people, 
not  only  in  his  district  in  Cook  County, 
but  the  entire  Nation  as  Veil.  Mr. 
Buckley  believed  in  the  principles  of  or¬ 
ganized  labor  and  in  the  betterment  of 
working  standards  for  all  men\  His 
votes  in  Congress  always  vividly  reflected 
this  view.  He  was  an  unrelenting 
ponent  of  all  legislation  which  was  not 
in  the  interest  of  the  working  people 
of  this  Nation. 

James  Buckley  served  in  this  body 
with  distinction.  He  was  a  great  Ameri¬ 
can  and  a  Christian  gentleman.  His 
loss  will  be  keenly  felt  by  all  who  served 
with  him.  To  his  wife  and  family  who 
loved  and  honored  him,  I  offer  my  sincere 
condolences. 


ADJOURNMENT  OP  CONGRESS  A 
HUNDRED  YEARS  AGO  THIS  WEEK 

(Mr.  MULTER  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  address  the  House  for  1 
minute.) 

Mr.  MULTER.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  think 
we  can  stand  the  injection  of  a  word 
of  levity  into  the  solemn  proceedings  of 
this  very  deliberative  body.  Therefore, 
I  quote  an  item  appearing  in  last  Sun¬ 
day’s  New  York  Herald  Tribune  under 
the  heading  “A  Hundred  Years  Ago  This 
Week”  in  the  New  York  Tribune.  It  is 
indeed  apropos: 

Congress  finally  adjourned  yesterday  morn¬ 
ing,  immediately  after  meeting.  In  conse- 


Even  the  original  act  was  a  misnomer, 
because  its  true  intent  was  riddled  by 
amendments. 

Too  many  special  pleaders  “got  out 
from  under.” 

Most  of  us  recognize  that  a  few  indus¬ 
tries  can  pay  a  minimum  higher  than 
the  $1.25  per  hour  that  is  proposed.  Un¬ 
der  my  bill,  tripartite  industry  commit¬ 
tees  are  authorized  to  adjust  these  par¬ 
ticular  situations. 

New  legislation  is  required  to  reach 
those  employers  who,  under  one  pre¬ 
text  or  another,  have  failed  to  declare 
their  employees  in  on  their  own  prog¬ 
ress. 

Ignoring  the  fact  that  average  hourly 
earnings  of  factory  workers  have  gone 
up  from  62  cents  to  $1.79  per  hour  dur- 
the  past  16  years.  • 

Refusing  to  admit  that  the  cost  of  liv¬ 
ing  for  lower  income  groups  has  in¬ 
creased  120  percent. 

Blind  to  the  actual  minimum  wage 
of  $1.25  or  higher  that  prevails  in  Ameri¬ 
can  industry  today. 

Brushing  aside  the  increasing  skill 
experience  of  the  workers  whic 
Ids  to  the  production  and  profits  of 
th\employer.  V 

one-way  philosophy  that  some¬ 
how  Expected  that  underpaid  workers 
would,  bjr  some  miracle,  be  able  to  make 
the  purchases  that  would  support  a  high 
level  of  economic  activity  was  tragically 
repudiated  in  1929. 

Substandard  wages  in  any  industry 
have  a  way  of  penalising  the  industry 
itself.  Those  who  .Oppose  reasonable 


progress  for  their 
come  victims  of  t 
ness.  Lack  of 
eventually  dri 


country  will  experience  a  grateful  sensation 
of  relief,  when  they  hear  that  their  repre¬ 
sentatives  have  really  separated. 


MODERNIZE  THE  FAIR  LABOR 
STANDARDS  ACT/ 

(Mr.  LANE  asked  and  was  given  per¬ 
mission  to  extend  his  rerharks  at  this 
point.) 

Mr.  LANE.  Mr.  Speaker,  modernize 
the  Fair  Labor  Standards  Act. 

The  Fair  Labor  -  Standards  Act  be¬ 
came  effective  in  ,1938 — 16  years  ago. 

So  many  chaises  have  occurred  since 
then,  that  the/time  spread  seems  more 
like  60  than  to.  Prices  and  wages  have 
left  1938  faj^far  behind.  The  Fair  La¬ 
bor  Standards  Act  of  that  year  is  hope¬ 
lessly  out- of  date  and  out  of  touch  with 
present '"conditions. 

To  bring  it  within  speaking  distance 
of  polity,  I  have  introduced  a  bill  to 
the  minimum  wage  from  75  cents 
1.25  per  hour,  and  to  bring  9  million 
lore  workers  under  its  coverage 


and  Senate  so  that  there  will  be  no  Ex¬ 
cuse  for  further  postponement  when  this 
vital  issue  is  brought  up  for  congres¬ 
sional  action. 


ployees,  usually  be- 
own  shortsighted- 
r^cogfcition  or  incentive 
;s  theik  best  employees 


AMERICAN  MERCHANT  MARINE 

(Mr.  FRIEDEL  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  address  the  House  for  1 
minute.) 

Mr.  FRIEDEL.  Mp.  Speaker,  S.  3233 
which  provides  for/ transportation  on 
privately  owned  American-flag  vessels  of 
at  least  50  percept  of  the  United  States 
Government  financed  cargoes  represents 
years  of  concentrated  activity  to  insure 
a  fair  deal  for  our  hard-hit  American 
mechant  marine.  The  bill  has  passed  the 
Senate,  been  favorably  reported  out  of 
the  House  Merchant  Marine  and  Fish¬ 
eries  Committee  and  has  been  pending 
in  the  Rules  Committee  since  July  22. 

I  feel  that  it  is  imperative  the  Rules 
Committee  at  least  report  this  vital  bill 
rnd  give  the  Members  of  the  House  a 
right  to  vote  on  the  legislation.  I  am 
100  percent  in  favor  of  the  measure,  and 
am  confident  that  if  the  bill  is  brought 
out  on  the  floor  it  will  pass  by  a  great 
majority. 

It  seems  to  me  it  is  shortsighted  in¬ 
deed,  on  the  part  of  a  few,  to  keep  the 
overwhelming  majority  of  the  House 
who  are  in  favor  of  S.  3233  from  the 
right  to  vote  on  the  legislation- 

Time  is  of  the  essence.  I  urge  the 
Rules  Committee  to  bring  this  all  im¬ 
portant  bill — S.  3233 — to  the  floor  for 
a  vote. 

[Mrs.  FRANCES  P.  BOLTON  ad¬ 
dressed  the  House.  Her  remarks  will 
appear  hereafter  in  the  Appendix.] 


into  other  fields.  Resistance  to  change 
leads  to  slow  motion.  The  exploiters 
gain  an  initial  advantage,\>ut  lose  out 
in  the  long  run. 

In  the  meantime,  before  >they  are 
brought  to  book,  they  have  harmed  their 
own  workers,  and  have  been  a  drag  upon 
progressive  employers. 

I  recall  that  in  1950  those  industries 
that  were  paying  less  than  75  cents 


into  line  when  they  saw  that  Congress 
was  going  to  act  to  raise  the  statutory 
rate. 

The  anguished  cries  suddenly  sub¬ 
sided. 

They  were  able  to  pay  the  increased 
minimum  all  along. 

The  Fair  Labor  Standards  Act,  if  it 
only  lived  up  to  the  economic  justice 
implicit  in  its  title,  would  protect  the 
wages  of  helpless,  unorganized,  and  de¬ 
pressed  millions  who  depend  upon  the 
laws  of  this  Nation  to  prevent  slave 
labor. 

We  can  no  longer  afford  the  exemp¬ 
tions  that  make  a  mockery  of  the  pres¬ 
ent  law. 

Our  economy  depends  upon  the  widest 
possible  spread  of  adequate  purchasing 
power. 

Any  evasion  of  this  economic  law 
weakens  our  genuine  domestic  security. 

Therefore  I  have  introduced  a  bill  to 
strengthen  FLSA,  to  prepare  the  ground¬ 
work  and  to  stimulate  early  hearings 
by  the  Labor  Committees  of  the  House 


COMMITTEE  ON  THE  JUDICIARY 

Mr.  WALTER.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  I  may  be  per¬ 
mitted  to  file  minority  views,  report  No. 
2651. 

The  SPEAKER.  Is  there  objection  to 
the  request  of  the  gentleman  from  Penn¬ 
sylvania  [Mr.  Walter]? 

There  was  no  objection. 

CORRECTION  OF  ROLLCALL 

Ir.  KEARNEY.  Mr.  Speaker,  on  roll- 
call’ 140  of  yesterday  I  am  carried  as 
voting  “yea.”  I  voted  “nay.”  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  permanent 
Record  and  Journal  may  be  corrected 
according! 

The  SPEAKER.  Without  objection, 
the  correctionvwill  be  made. 

There  was  no  objection. 


ECT  COMMITTEE 


EXPENSES  OF 

Mr.  MORANO.  Mr^Speaker,  by  direc¬ 
tion  of  the  Committee  on  House  Admin¬ 
istration  I  call  up  House, Resolution  701 
and  ask  unanimous  consent  for  its  im¬ 
mediate  consideration. 

The  Clerk  read  the  resolution,  as  fol¬ 
lows: 

Resolved,  That  the  expenses  of  conducting 
the  investigation  authorized  by  Hous^Reso- 
lution  549,  83d  Congress,  incurred  bk  the 
Select  Committee  To  Investigate  and  Study 
Benefits  Provided  Under  Federal  Law  for  the 


13180 

Surviving  Dependents  of  Deceased  Members 
and  Former  Members  of  the  Armed  Forces, 
not  to  exceed  $20,000  Including  expenditures 
for  the  empiToyment  of  such  experts,  special 
counsel,  and  such  clerical  stenographic,  and 
other  assistants  shall  be  paid  out  of  the 
contingent  fund  of  the  House  on  vouchers 
authorized  by  said  committee  and  signed  by 
the  chairman  of  the  committee,  and  'ap¬ 
proved  by  the  Committee  on  House  Admin¬ 
istration.  \ 

Sec.  2.  The  official  stenographers  to  com¬ 
mittees  may  be  used  at  all  hearings  held  in 
the  District  of  Columbia,  if  not  otherwise 
engaged. 
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The  resolution  was  a't 
motion  to  reconsider  wa 
table. 


ed  to,  and  a 
laid  on  the 


AMENDMENT  TO  SECTION 
18,  UNITED  STATES 


5,  TITLE 


CO 


Mr.  REED  of  Illinois.  Mr.  Speaker,  I 
ask  unanimous  consent  for  the  imme¬ 
diate  consideration  of  the  bill  (S.  3 
to  amend  section  709  of  title  18,  Ur... 

States  Code,  so  as  to  protect  the  name _ 

the  Federal  Bureau  of  Investigation  from 
commercial  exploitation. 

The  Clerk  read  the  title  of  the  bill. 

The  SPEAKER.  Is  there  objection  to 
the  request  of  the  gentleman  from  Illi¬ 
nois  [Mr.  Reed]? 

There  being  no  objection,  the  Clerk 
read  the  bill,  as  follows: 

Be  it  enacted,  etc..  That  section  709  of 
title  18,  United  States  Code,  is  amended  by 
inserting  immediately  after  the  eighth  para¬ 
graph  thereof  a  new  paragraph  as  follows- 

•'Whoever,  except  with  the  written  permis¬ 
sion  of  the  Director  of  the  Federal  Bureau  of 
Investigation,  knowingly  uses  the  words  ‘Fed- 
eial  Bureau  of  Investigation'  or  the  initials 
‘FBI,’  or  any  colorable  imitation  of  such 
words  or  initials,  in  connection  with  any 
advertisement,  circular,  book,  pamphlet  or 
other  publication,  play,  motion  picture, 
broadcast,  telecast,  or  other  production,  in 
a  manner  reasonably  calculated  to  convey 
the  impression  that  such  advertisement  cir¬ 
cular,  book,  pamphlet,  or  other  publication 
play,  motion  picture,  broadcast,  telecast,  orj 
other  production,  is  approved,  endorsed,  or 
authorized  by  the  Federal  Bureau  of  Inves¬ 
tigation;  or.” 

The  bill  was  ordered  to  be  read  a  thir '* 
time,  was  read  the  third  time 
passed. 

A  similar  House  bill  (H.  R.  9921) 
laid  on  the  table. 

A  motion  to  reconsider  was  laid  th 
table. 


PROVIDING  PAYMENT  OF  ..FEES  T( 
COUNSEL  ASSIGNED  TO  REPRE¬ 
SENT  INDIGENT  DEPENDENTS  IN 
FELONY  CASES 

Mr.  REED  of  Illinois  Mr.  Speaker  I 
ask  unanimous  consent  for  the  immedi- 

?n%»C?n?lderati0n  M  the  bill  <H.  R. 

flc  ?  to  provide  for  the  payment  of 
mZSET?  ^igned  to  represent  in 
dl^lt  dffe,nd^ts  in  felony  cases. 

The  Clerk  read  the  title  of  the  bill. 

SPEAKER.  Is  there  objection  to 
nois?eqU'^°f  thC  gentleman  from  Uli- 

re^ffho  S'18  n?  °bJection,  the  Clerk 
react /the  bill,  as  follows: 

tibfe  18  That  sectl°n  3006  ol 

read  LfoUoWs;  ^  C°dG'  16  aniended  J 


*'§  3006.  Fees  for  counsel  assigned  to  indi¬ 
gent  defendants 

‘‘Whenever  a  district  court  assigns  counsel 
to  represent  an  indigent  defendant  charged 
with  a  felony,  the  court  may  allow  to' each 
such  counsel,  upon  the  termination  of  the 
services  rendered,  a  fee  of  not  to  exceed  the 
following  amounts,  namely: 

‘‘(1)  Where  the  defendant  is  charged  with 
an  offense  punishable  by  death,  $250; 

“(2)  Where  the  defendant  is  charged  with 
any  other  felony,  $100.” 

Sec.  2.  The  analysis  of  chapter  201  of  title 
18,  United  States  Code,  is  amended  by  strik¬ 
ing  out  item  3006  and  inserting  in  its 
place  the  following  item: 

"3006.  Fees  for  counsel  assigned  to  indigent 
defendants”. 

Sec.  3.  There  are  hereby  authorized  to  be 
appropriated  to  the  United  States  courts,  out 
of  any  money  in  the  Treasury  not  otherwise 
appropriated,  such  sums  as  may  be  neces¬ 
sary  to  carry  out  the  provisions  of  this  act. 

The  bill  was  ordered  to  be  engrossed 
and  read  a  third  time,  was  read  the 
third  time,  and  passed,  and  a  motion 
reconsider  was  laid  on  the  table. 


AMENDMENT  TO  FLAMMABLE 
FABRICS  ACT 

Mr.  HESELTON.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  for  the  immediate 
consideration  of  the  bill  (S.  3379)  to 
amend  the  Flammable  Fabrics  Act,  so  as 
to  exempt  from  its  application  fabrics 
and  wearing  apparel  which  are  not 
highly  flammable. 

The  Clerk  read  the  title  of  the  bill. 

The  SPEAKER.  Is  there  objection  to 
the  request  of  the  gentleman  from 
Massachusetts? 

Mr.  KLEIN.  Mr.  Speaker,  reserving 
the  right  to  object,  and  I  shall  not  ob¬ 
ject,  I  simply  take  this  time  to  point 
out  that  while  I  favor  an  amendment 
to  the  Flammable  Fabrics  Act,  I  do  not 
believe  this  bill  goes  far  enough.  In 
fact,  I  am  in  favor  of  the  Purtell  bill 
which  was  passed  by  the  Senate.  I  am 
hopeful  that  when  the  bill  goes  to  con¬ 
ference  the  Senate  will  insist  on  its 
version  of  the  bill  and  that  that  is  the 
way  it  will  finally  pass.  I  withdraw  mv 
reservation. 

Mr.  NICHOLSON.  Mr.  Speaker,  re¬ 
serving  the  right  to  object,  may  I  ask 
the  gentleman  from  Massachusetts  if 
this  takes  care  of  the  textile  industry  in 
Massachusetts?  Apparently,  they  have 
reached  the  place  where  they  do  not 
know  exactly  where  they  are. 

■  ?^r- -^E^ELTON.  This  amendment  is 
intended  to  relieve  the  situation  in  re¬ 
gard  to  certain  mills  that  manufacture 
sheer  articles.  There  is  only  a  very 
slight  change  which  has  been  approved 
by  the  department,  and  by  the  industry 
I  know  °f  no  objection  other  than  the 

tw  vdlw™  by  the  gentleman  from 
New  York  [Mr.  Klein]. 

Mr.  NICHOLSON.  This  matter  was 
referred  to  the  Department  of  Commerce 
or  to  some  department  in  the  Federal 

STrH^ment  because  we  could  not  just 
exactly  agree  on  something.  All  I  want 

so  caPeri1Sflf  they  bave  agreed  that  these 
so  called  flammable  things  are  manu¬ 
factured  in  Massachusetts? 

Mr.  HESELTON.  Yes.  There  are  two 
mills  in  Massachusetts  and  two  in  Con¬ 


necticut.  The  Department  of  Commerce 
and  the  textile  industry  are  in  accord 
with  this  change  and  it  will  take  care 
of  the  situation  to  which  the  gentleman 
refers. 

(Mr.  SEELY-BROWN  asked  and  was 
given  permission  to  extend  his  remarks 
at  this  point  in  the  Record.) 

Mr.  SEELY-BROWN.  Mr.  Speaker, 
I  rise  in  support  of  S.  3379,  as  amended 
by  the  Committee  on  Interstate  and  For¬ 
eign  Commerce.  This  bill  amends  the 
Flammable  Fabrics  Act,  Public  Law  88, 
83d  Congress. 

The  purpose  of  the  act  is  to  properly 
protect  the  public  from  the  danger  sur¬ 
rounding  the  use  of  wearing  apparel 
made  of  highly  flammable  textiles  of  the 
types  which  have  caused  either  bodily 
injury  or  death  to  numerous  individuals. 

The  major  problem  in  formulating  leg¬ 
islation  to  control  the  use  of  dangerously 
flammable  textiles  is  to  distinguish  be¬ 
tween  the  conventional  fabrics  that  pre¬ 
sent  moderate  and  generally  recognized 
hazards  and  the  special  types  of  fabrics 
which  present  unusual  hazards  and  are 
highly  dangerous. 

Shortly  before  the  effective  date  of  the 
Flammable  Fabrics  Act — July  1,  1954— 
representations  were  made  to  the  Com¬ 
mittee  on  Interstate  and  Foreign  Com¬ 
merce  to  the  effect  that  certain  sheer 
fabrics,  such  as  organdies,  tulles,  and 
georgettes  which  have  been  used  with 
safety  by  the  American  consumer  for 
many  generations  failed  by  a  very  narrow 
margin  to  pass  the  4-second  burning  time 
prescribed  by  the  law. 

The  ban  on  such  fabrics  will  have  a 
very  serious  effect  on  the  manufacturers 
and  processors  of  these  sheer  fabrics. 

The  very  sheer  organdie  produced  by 
the  Baltic  Mills  Co.,  of  Baltic,  Conn.,  nor¬ 
mally  represents  from  40  percent  to  50 
percent  of  its  total  production.  A  simi¬ 
lar  organdie  produced  by  the  Ponemah 
Mills,  of  Taftville,  Conn.,  represents  25 
percent  of  its  sheer-cotton  production. 

These  very  sheer  organdie  fabrics  have 
been  made  for  more  than  50  years  with¬ 
out  criticism  as  to  their  flammability. 

The  discontinuance  of  production  of 
this  sheer  organdie  would  remove  from 
the  market  a  fine  textile  which  for  gen¬ 
erations  has  been  used  safely  in  the  man¬ 
ufacture  of  women’s  and  children’s 
clothing. 

The  discontinuance  of  production  in 
this  line  would  cause  additional  hardship 
to  the  many  workers  who  for  generations 
have  been  employed  in  these  mills  and 
processing  plants. 

I  am  advised  that  the  textiles  produced 
by  these  firms  would  pass  the  flamma¬ 
bility  test  conducted  in  accordance  with 
Commercial  Standard  191—53,  providing 
the  burning  time  is  lowered  from  4  sec¬ 
onds  to  3  y2  seconds. 

This  proposed  bill,  as  amended,  is  sup¬ 
ported  by  the  Textile  Workers  Union  of 
America,  by  the  executive  departments  of 
the  Government,  and  by  industry. 

If  the  law  is  amended  in  accordance 
with  the  reported  bill,  this  organdy  and 
similar  textiles  would  be  permitted  to 
move  in  commerce.  Production  and  em¬ 
ployment  would  be  continued.  The  pub¬ 
lic  would  still  be  adequately  protected 
against  the  highly  flammable  textiles 
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used  in  wearing  apparel  which  have 
caused  bodily  injury  and  death. 

Mr.  CELLER.  Mr.  Speaker,  further 
reserving  the  right  to  object,  I  should 
like  to  ask  the  sponsor  of  the  bill  whether 
this  bill  exempts  scarves. 

Mr.  HESELTON.  No;  it  does  not. 
The  committee,  in  its  report,  indicated 
that  they  did  not  feel  that  scarves 
should  be  exempted.  Not  all  silk  scarves 
are  presently  banned,  only  silk  scarves 
which  are  unable  to  meet  the  test,  the 
requirements  under  this  law,  which  are 
very  light  scarves. 

Mr.  CELLER.  Did  not  the  Depart¬ 
ment  of  Commerce  ask  that  scarves  be 
exempted  from  the  operation  of  the  act? 

Mr.  HESELTON.  It  is  my  recollec¬ 
tion  that  at  one  stage  the  Department 
did  indicate  they  thought  scarves  should 
be  exempted,  but  later  took  a  different 
position,  and  now  do  not  recommend  it. 

Mr.  CELLER.  I  want  to  say  to  the 
gentleman  that  I  was  given  a  different 
impression. 

Mr.  HESELTON.  I  beg  the  gentle¬ 
man’s  pardon.  I  withdraw  that.  They 
did  not  change  their  position. 

Mr.  CELLER.  They  are  still  opposed 
to  the  fact  that  scarves  were  not 
excluded? 

Mr.  HESELTON.  That  is  my  under¬ 
standing. 

Mr.  CELLER.  I  want  to  say  to  the 
gentleman  that  there  is  a  very  substan¬ 
tial  industry  involved  in  this  bill,  par¬ 
ticularly  as  it  refers  to  scarves,  and 
those  that  handle  scarves  in  my  city  of 
New  York  are  greatly  embarrased  by  this 
act  and  will  continue  to  be  embarrased 
unless  scarves  are  excluded.  For  that 
reason,  Mr.  Speaker,  I  think  there  should 
be  full  and  mature  debate  on  a  bill  of 
this  character  and  it  should  not  be  con¬ 
sidered  in  this  fashion.  For  that  reason 
I  must  object. 

Mr.  KLEIN.  Mr.  Speaker,  will  the, 
gentleman  please  withhold  his  objection? 

Mr.  CELLER.  Certainly. 

Mr.  KLEIN.  May  I  say  that  I  have 
been  very  close  to  this  situation.  I  have 
been  in  contact  with  the  representatives 
of  the  industry  in  New  York,  and  while 
I  agree  with  the  gentleman  that  scarves 
should  be  excluded,  I  hope  the  gentle¬ 
man  will  not  object,  because  we  are 
hopeful,  if  we  can  pass  this  bill,  it  will 
at  'least  be  a  start.  This  is  better  than 
nothing,  and  we  are  hopeful,  if  it  gets 
over  to  the  Senate,  that  in  conference 
we  will  get  much  more  than  this.  If  the 
gentleman  objects,  I  am  afraid  that  we 
will  get  no  legislation  at  all  at  this  point, 
and  then  we  will  all  be  badly  off. 

Mr.  CELLER.  I  appreciate  the  atti¬ 
tude  of  the  gentleman  from  New  York, 
and  I  am  most  anxious  always  to  co¬ 
operate  with  him,  and  with  the  rank¬ 
ing  minority  member  of  the  distin¬ 
guished  Committee  on  Interstate  and 
Foreign  Commerce,  the  gentleman  from 
Tennessee  [Mr.  Priest].  Can  we  get 
some  assurance  from  those  on  the  other 
side  of  the  aisle  that  they  will  seek,  say, 
in  the  next  Congress,  to  exempt  scarves 
from  the  operation  of  this  act? 

Mr.  HESELTON.  I  certainly  think 
that  the  committee  will  be  glad  to  give 
further  consideration  to  the  matter. 


Mr.  CELLER.  That  is  not  the  answer 
I  am  seeking.  Does  the  gentleman  him¬ 
self  feel  that  scarves  should  be  excluded? 

Mr.  HESELTON.  In  my  opinion,  no. 

Mr.  CELLER.  Well,  then,  I  do  not 
think  we  will  get  anything  out  of  the 
conference,  I  will  say  to  the  gentleman 
from  New  York,  who  seemed  to  imply 
that  if  the  matter  went  to  conference, 
we  might  be  able  to  get  some  apprecia¬ 
ble  results  and,  failing  that,  in  the  next 
session  we  might  get  scarves  eliminated. 
Apparently  those  who  control  the  destiny 
of  the  committee  now  will  not  help. 
Mayhap  they  will  not  have  control  in 
the  next  Congress.  Nonetheless,  we  are 
taking  a  chance  in  case  they  are  in  con¬ 
trol  that  they  will  not  help  us  in  this 
matter. 

Mr.  KLEIN.  I  would  like  to  point  out 
that  the  bill  as  passed  by  the  Senate, 
which  was  introduced  by  Senator 
Purtell,  of  Connecticut,  specifically 
provided — and  if  I  am  incorrect,  I 
think  a  member  of  the  staff  will  cor¬ 
rect  me — that  scarves  should  be  excluded 
from  the  operation  of  this  act,  which  is 
what  I  favor  and  which  I  think  the  gen¬ 
tleman  favors.  There  is  no  reason  in  the 
world  why  scarves  should  not  be  ex¬ 
cluded.  They  are  detachable.  The  his¬ 
tory  of  this  legislation  is  that  some 
deaths  were  caused  by  the  burning  of 
suits  of  some  kind  worn  by  youngsters. 
It  was  never  intended  that  scarves 
should  be  included  in  the  prohibition. 
However,  I  think  the  gentleman  should 
get  the  assurance  to  take  it  up  at  the 
next  session  from  this  side  of  the  House. 

Mr.  CELLER.  All  right.  May  I  get 
the  assurance  of  the  gentleman  from 
Tennessee  [Mr.  Priest]  who  will  soon 
undoubtedly  be  chairman? 

Mr.  PRIEST.  Mr.  Speaker,  the  gen¬ 
tleman  from  New  York  [Mr.  Celper]  of 
course  is  speculating  at  this  point.  I 
can  assure  the  gentleman  from  New  York 
that  so  far  as  our  side  of  the  committee 
is  concerned  we  are  greatly  interested 
in  the  question  he  has  asked.  I  feel,  how¬ 
ever,  that  a  determination  of  what  might 
happen  in  another  session  of  Congress 
should  not  at  this  time  enter  into  the 
question  of  whether  this  bill  should  be 
passed  and  sent  to  conference  at  this 
time.  I  shall  confer  privately  with  the 
gentleman  about  any  possibility  of  what 
may  happen  in  another  session  of  Con¬ 
gress. 

Mr.  CELLER.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  with¬ 
draw  my  reservation  of  objection. 

The  SPEAKER.  Is  there  objection  to 
the  request  of  the  gentleman  from  Mas¬ 
sachusetts  [Mr.  Heselton]? 

There  was  no  objection. 

The  Clerk  read  the  bill,  as  follows; 

Be  it  enacted,  etc.,  That  the  Flammable 
Fabrics  Act  (67  Stat.  Ill;  15  U.  S.  C.  secs. 
1191-1200)  is  amended  as  follows: 

(1)  In  section  2  (d)  after  the  comma 
following:  “hats,  gloves”  insert  "scarfs  made 
of  plain  surface  fabrics”;  and  (2)  after  sub¬ 
section  (b)  of  section  4  insert  the  follow¬ 
ing: 

"(c)  Notwithstanding  the  provisions  of 
Commercial  Standard  191-53,  setting  forth 
the  conditions  under  which  samples  of  fab¬ 
rics  and  articles  of  wearing  apparel  are  to 
be  tested,  the  tests  shall  be  made  upon 
samples  which  after  having  been  previously 
dried  are  conditioned  to  equilibrium  in  the 


standard  textile-testing  atmosphere  of  65 
percent  relative  humidity  and  70°  F.” 

With  the  following  committee  amend¬ 
ment: 

StriRe  out  all  after  the  enacting  clause  and 
insert  “That  section  4  of  the  Flammable 
Fabrics  Act  (15  U.  S.  C.,  sec.  1193)  is  hereby 
amended  by  inserting  at  the  end  thereof  the 
following  subsection: 

"‘(c)  Notwithstanding  the  provisions  of 
paragraph  3.1  Commercial  Standard  191-53, 
textiles  free  from  nap,  pile,  tufting,  flock,  or 
other  type  of  raised  fiber  surface  when  tested 
as  described  in  said  standard  shall  be  classi¬ 
fied  as  class  1,  normal  flammability,  when  the 
time  of  flame  spread  is  3  y2  seconds  or  more, 
and  as  class  3,  rapid  and  intense  burning, 
when  the  time  of  flame  spread  is  less  than 
3  y2  seconds.’  ” 

The  committee  amendment  was  agreed 
to. 

Mr.  HESELTON.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  want 
to  make  a  brief  explanation  of  this  bill 
which  provides  for  a  simple  amendment 
to  the  Flammable  Fabrics  Act.  The 
amendment  would  permit  plain  surface 
fabrics  which  burn  in  3%  seconds  when 
tested  in  the  manner  prescribed  by  this 
law  to  qualify  as  “safe”  fabrics.  They 
would  not  be  prohibited  for  use  in  wear¬ 
ing  apparel.  The  present  minimum 
permissible  burning  time  is  4  seconds. 

The  law  will  retain  the  4-second  burn¬ 
ing  time  for  textiles  which  have  a  nap, 
pile,  tufting,  or  other  type  of  raised  fiber 
surface.  They  will  have  to  meet  the 
present  requirement  of  the  law  and  the 
bill  does  not  attempt  to  affect  these 
textiles  at  all. 

The  Committee  on  Interstate  and  For¬ 
eign  Commerce  was  advised  that  fabrics 
made  of  plain  surface  burn  with  a  lesser 
degree  of  intensity  as  compared  with  the 
raised  fiber  surface  textiles,  and  that  the 
burning  time  for  the  former  fabrics  may 
be  lowered  without  reducing,  to  any  sig¬ 
nificant  degree,  the  protection  to  the 
public  which  the  Congress  sought  to  pro¬ 
vide  by  the  enactment  of  the  Flammable 
Fabrics  Act. 

The  purpose  of  this  act  is,  of  course, 
to  protect  the  public  from  the  danger 
surrounding  the  use  in  wearing  apparel 
of  highly  flammable  textiles  of  the  types 
which  have  caused  either  bodily  injury 
or  death  to  numerous  individuals. 

This  act  became  Public  Law  88  of  the 
present  Congress  on  June  30,  1953.  The 
Congress  provided  that  the  law  should 
take  effect  1  year  after  the  date  of  its  en¬ 
actment.  The  effective  date  was  post¬ 
poned  for  1  year  in  order  to  give  the  tex¬ 
tile  industry  adequate  time  to  dispose  of 
stocks,  to  obtain  the  testing  machinery 
and  develop  the  necessary  skills  to  con¬ 
duct  the  flammability  tests. 

Shortly  before  this  law  was  scheduled 
to  take  effect,  there  was  brought  to  the 
attention  of  the  Congress  the  fact  that 
certain  textiles,  which  have  been  in  use 
in  this  country  for  many  decades  with¬ 
out  any  history  of  unusual  flammability 
characteristics,  were  barred  under  the 
provisions  of  the  Flammable  Fabrics  Act. 
Included  among  these  ineligible  textiles 
are  certain  organdies,  georgettes,  and 
tulles. 

Two  textile  mills  in  New  England  are 
especially  hard  hit  by  this  law.  The 
Baltic  Mills,  of  Baltic,  Conn.,  normally 
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produces  between  40  and  50  percent  of 
its  total  volume  of  production  very  sheer 
organdy  which  fails  to  meet  the  present 
flammability  test  by  a  very  narrow  mar¬ 
gin.  A  similar  organdy  produced  by  the 
Ponemah  Mills,  of  Taftville,  Conn.,  also 
fails  to  meet  the  test.  Other  mills  in 
Massachusetts  are  similarly  affected. 
Discontinuance  of  production  of  these 
very  sheer  textiles  will  mean  depriving 
the  American  people  of  a  product  used 
in  the  manufacture  of  ladies’  and  chil¬ 
dren’s  dresses.  It  would  mean  increased 
unemployment  in  the  mills  and  process¬ 
ing  plants.  . 

These  grave  consequences  are  undesir¬ 
able  as  well  as  unnecessary.  The  com¬ 
mittee  is  convinced  that  so  far  as  these 
very  sheer  textiles  are  concerned,  the 
present  law  is  unduly  harsh. 

The  National  Bureau  of  Standards, 
the  Department  of  Commerce,  and  the 
textile  industry  favor  a  reduction  in  the 
burning  time  of  these  plain-surface  fab¬ 
rics  from  4  seconds  to  3 14  seconds.  No 
one  would  be  hurt  by  this  amendment. 
Everyone  would  stand  to  gain.  And  the 
public  would  still  be  adequately  protect¬ 
ed  against  textiles  which  are  so  highly 
flammable  as  to  be  dangerous  when 
worn  by  the  individual. 

I  urge  the  House  to  pass  this  bill. 

Mr.  WOLVERTON.  Mr.  Speaker,  a 
little  over  a  year  ago  the  Congress  passed 
the  Flammable  Fabrics  Act,  and  it  was 
approved  by  the  President  on  June  30, 
1953.  This  act  was  the  culmination  of  8 
years  of  continuous  and  very  careful 
study  by  the  Congress  and  the  textile  in¬ 
dustry  and  trade  for  a  law  to  protect  the 
public  from  the  danger  surrounding  the 
use  in  wearing  apparel  of  highly  flam¬ 
mable  textiles  of  the  types  which  have 
caused  either  bodily  injury  or  death  to 
numerous  individuals. 

HISTORY  OF  LEGISLATION 

Bills  to  prohibit  the  transportation  in 
Interstate  commerce  of  highly  flammable 
fabrics  and  wearing  apparel  were  intro¬ 
duced  in  the  House  beginning  with  the 
79th  Congress,  1st  session,  1945.  In  the 
80th  Congress  your  Committee  on  Inter¬ 
state  and  Foreign  Commerce  held  exten¬ 
sive  hearings  on  three  flammable  fabrics 
bills,  namely,  H.  R.  505,  by  the  gentleman 
from  New  Jersey  [Mr.  Canfield]  ;  H.  R. 
601,  by  the  gentleman  from  California 
[Mr.  Johnson!;  and  H.  R.  1111,  by  the 
gentleman  from  Missouri  [Mr.  Arnold], 
Similar  bills  were  introduced  during  the 
81st  and  82d  Congresses.  In  the  82d 
Congress  the  Senate  passed  unanimously 
on  July  3,  1952,  S.  2918,  a  bill  similar  in 
many  respects  to  H.  R.  5069,  of  the  83d 
Congress,  which  was  enacted  into  law. 
S.  2918  was  reported  by  your  committee 
on  July  4,  1952.  The  House  took  no 
action  on  that  bill  prior  to  the  adjourn¬ 
ment  of  the  Congress  on  July  7,  1952. 

On  April  16,  28,  and  29,  1953,  your 
Committee  on  Interstate  and  Foreign 
Commerce  held  public  hearings  on  five 
similar  bills,  H.  R.  389,  by  the  gentleman 
from  New  Jersey  [Mr.  Canfield]  ;  H.  R. 
2768,  by  the  gentleman  from  New  Jersey 
[Mr.  Wolverton]  ;  H.  R.  3851,  by  the  gen¬ 
tleman  from  New  Jersey  [Mr.  Canfield]  ; 
H.  R.  4159,  by  the  gentleman  from  Cali¬ 
fornia  [Mr.  Johnson]  ;  and  H.  R.  4500, 
by  the  gentleman  from  Mississippi  [Mr. 


WilliamsI .  The  principal  objective  of 
these  bills  is  to  prohibit  the  introduction 
or  movement  in  interstate  commerce  of 
articles  of  wearing  apparel  and  fabrics 
which  are  so  highly  flammable  as  to  be 
dangerous  when  worn  by  individuals. 
H.  R.  5069  was  introduced  by  me,  as 
chairman  of  the  committee,  and  at  the 
direction  of  the  committee,  as  a  “clean” 
bill  as  a  result  of  the  committee  hearings 
and  after  executive  consideration  of  all 
of  the  bills  pending  before  the  commit¬ 
tee.  This  bill  was  passed  unanimously 
by  the  House  on  June  3, 1953,  by  the  Sen¬ 
ate  on  June  18,  1953,  and  was  approved 
by  the  President  on  June  30,  1953 — Pub¬ 
lic  Law  88,  83d  Congress.  This  act  took 
effect  on  July  1,  1954. 

Every  witness  who  testified  before  the 
committee,  without  exception,  repre¬ 
senting  virtually  all  segments  of  the  tex¬ 
tile  industry  and  trade,  urged  prompt 
and  effective  Federal  legislation  to  pro¬ 
tect  the  public  from  the  dangers  of 
highly  flammable  wearing  apparel  and 
fabrics  used  in  wearing  apparel,  and 
supported  these  bills  in  principle.  More¬ 
over,  the  committee  was  urgently  re¬ 
quested  to  take  prompt  action  on  this 
legislation.  It  was  pointed  out  that  if 
this  legislation  was  not  enacted,  a  variety 
of  State  and  local  regulations  lacking 
in  uniformity  might  very  well  ensue.  It 
seemed  obvious  that  uniformity  of  regu¬ 
lation  in  this  matter  was  necessary. 

Testimony  in  support  of  legislation  on 
this  subject  was  received  from  the  Fed¬ 
eral  Trade  Commission,  the  National 
Cotton  Council  of  America,  the  National 
Retail  Dry  Goods  Association,  the  Tufted 
Textile  Manufacturers  Association,  the 
Society  of  the  Plastics  Industry,  the 
Rayon  and  Acetate  Fiber  Producers,  and 
others. 

It  should  be  clear  from  what  has  been 
said  that  this  act  had  the  unanimous 
approval  of  everyone  concerned  with  this 
problem.  The  effective  date  of  this  law 
was  postponed  for  1  year  in  order  to  give 
the  industry  and  trade  adequate  time  to 
make  the  necessary  inventory  and  tech¬ 
nical  adjustments. 

FLAMMABILITY  TEST 

The  major  problem  in  formulating 
legislation  to  control  the  use  of  danger¬ 
ously  flammable  textiles  is  to  discrimi¬ 
nate  between  the  conventional  fabrics 
that  present  moderate  and  generally 
recognized  hazards  and  the  special  types 
of  fabrics  which  present  unusual  hazards 
and  are  highly  dangerous. 

The  rate  of  burning  of  a  garment  or 
other  textile  product  depends  upon  the 
kind  of  fiber,  the  finishing  materials 
present,  the  structure  of  the  yam  and 
fabric,  and  such  circumstances  as  the 
relative  humidity.  In  general,  wool  tex¬ 
tiles  ignite  and  bum  with  difficulty  while 
coton  and  rayon  ignite  and  burn  more 
readily.  The  major  hazards  arise  from 
certain  cotton  or  rayon  fabrics  having 
fuzzy  or  furlike  surfaces  which  flash  and 
bum  with  exceeding  rapidity.  Most 
synthetic  textiles  melt  when  heated  and 
the  molten  material  is  capable  of  pro¬ 
ducing  serious  bums  on  coming  in  con¬ 
tact  with  the  skin. 

Section  4  of  the  Flammable  Fabrics 
Act  prescribes  the  standards  of  flam¬ 
mability.  Commercial  standard  191- 


53,  promulgated  by  the  Secretary  of 
Commerce,  effective  January  30,  1953, 
prescribes  the  standard  for  flammability 
of  clothing  textiles  and  commercial 
standard  192-53,  promulgated  by  the 
Secretary  of  Commerce,  effective  May  22, 
1953,  prescribes  the  standard  of  flam¬ 
mability  for  vinyl  plastic  film. 

The  flammability  test  provided  in  the 
Commercial  Standard  191-53  makes  use 
of  strips  of  fabric  2  by  6  inches  in  dimen¬ 
sion.  These  strips  are  washed,  cleaned, 
and  dried  to  a  bone-dry  condition  in  a 
prescribed  manner.  The  test  consists  of 
measuring  the  burning  time  in  seconds 
when  the  test  piece  is  mounted  in  a 
specially  designed  apparatus,  called  a 
flammability  tester,  and  a  flame  is  ap¬ 
plied  in  a  prescribed  manner.  Fabrics 
with  a  flame  spread  of  more  than  7 
seconds  are  classed  as  having  normal 
flammability.  Those  with  a  flame  spread 
of  less  than  4  seconds  are  classed  as  rapid 
and  intense  burning,  while  those  burn¬ 
ing  in  4  to  7  seconds  are  rated  as  having 
intermediate  flammability.  This  act 
prohibits  the  introduction  or  movement 
in  interstate  commerce  of  those  fabrics 
which  are  classed  as  rapid  and  intense 
burning  fabrics. 

Commercial  Standard  192-53  is  the 
industry-approved  standard  with  re¬ 
spect  to  vinyl  plastic  film.  Such  film  is 
used  in  the  manufacture  of  various 
articles  of  wearing  apparel  such  as  rain¬ 
coats,  capes,  hoods,  pants,  and  aprons. 
The  flammability  test  is  prescribed  in 
paragraph  3.11  of  this  standard. 

NEED  FOR  AMENDMENT 

Shortly  before  the  effective  date  of  the 
Flammable  Fabrics  Act  representations 
were  made  to  your  committee  and  the 
corresponding  Senate  committee  to  the 
effect  that  certain  sheer  fabrics,  such  as 
organdies,  tulles,  and  georgettes,  which 
have  been  used  with  safety  by  the  Amer¬ 
ican  consumer  for  many  generations, 
failed  by  a  very  narrow  margin  to  pass 
the  4 -second  burning  time  prescribed  in 
the  law  for  nonhighly  flammable  textiles, 
and  are  therefore  banned  under  this 
law.  It  is  unfortunate  that  representa¬ 
tives  of  manufacturers  and  processors  of 
such  materials  were  not  aware  of  this 
difficulty  and  did  not  present  their  prob¬ 
lem  to  the  Congress  during  the  time  that 
it  was  considering,  a  year  ago,  the  bills 
to  prohibit  the  introduction  or  move¬ 
ment  of  highly  flammable  fabrics  in  in¬ 
terstate  commerce. 

Your  committee  was  advised  that  the 
ban  on  such  fabrics  will  have  a  very 
significant  effect  on  the  manufacturers 
and  processors  of  these  sheer  fabrics. 
The  very  sheer  organdy  produced  by  the 
Baltic  Mills  Co.,  of  Baltic,  Conn.,  nor¬ 
mally  represents  from  40  to  50  percent  of 
its  total  production.  A  similar  organdy 
produced  by  the  Ponemah  Mills,  of  Taft¬ 
ville,  Conn.,  represents  25  percent  of  its 
sheer-cotton  production.  The  discon¬ 
tinuance  of  production  of  this  sheer 
organdy  would  remove  from  the  market 
a  very  fine  textile  used  in  the  manufac¬ 
ture  of  wbmen’s  and  children’s  dresses, 
that  would  be  difficult  to  replace.  It 
would  also  cause  unemployment  in  the 
mills  and  the  processing  plants. 

Your  committee  understands  that  the 
textiles  produced  by  these  firms  would 
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pass  the  flammability  test  conducted 
in  accordance  with  the  law  providing  the 
burning  time  is  lowered  from  4  seconds 
to  3y2  seconds.  If  the  law  is  amended 
in  accordance  with  the  reported  bill,  this 
organdy  and  similar  textiles  would  be 
permitted  to  move  in  commerce,  produc¬ 
tion  and  employment  would  be  con¬ 
tinued,  and  the  public  would  still  be  ade¬ 
quately  protected  against  the  highly 
flammable  textiles  used  in  wearing  ap¬ 
parel  which  have  caused  bodily  injury 
and  death. 

The  Senate  approved  bill,  which  your 
committee  amended,  proposed  to  add 
scarfs,  made  of  plain  surface  fabrics,  to 
the  other  articles  of  wearing  apparel 
which  had  already  been  exempted  from 
the  provisions  of  the  Flammable  Fabrics 
Act,  namely,  certain  hats,  gloves,  and 
footwear.  The  bill  also  proposed  a 
change  in  the  conditions  under  which 
samples  of  textiles  were  to  be  tested  for 
flammability.  Instead  of  the  test  being 
conducted  in  a  bone-dry  condition,  as 
stipulated  in  commercial  standard  191- 
53,  which  is  the  standard  of  flammability 
set  forth  in  section  4  of  the  Flammable 
Fabrics  Act,  S.  3379  proposed  that  the 
samples  of  the  fabrics  to  be  tested  should 
first  be  dried  and  then  be  conditioned  to 
equilibrium  in  an  atmosphere  of  65  per¬ 
cent  relative  humidity  and  70°  F. 

Shortly  after  the  bill  passed  the  Sen¬ 
ate,  several  important  communications 
were  received  by  your  Committee  on  In¬ 
terstate  and  Foreign  Commerce,  express¬ 
ing  strong  opposition  to  S.  3379.  Such 
communications  came  from  the  National 
Retail  Dry  Goods  Association,  the  Inter¬ 
national  Association  of  Fire  Chiefs,  the 
State  fire  marshal  of  California,  the  In¬ 
ternational  Ladies  Garment  Workers 
Union,  the  Textile  Workers  Union  of 
America,  the  Northern  California  Chap¬ 
ter  of  the  Society  of  Fire  Protection 
Engineers,  and  even  from  the  Depart¬ 
ment  of  Commerce  which  had  previously 
approved  this  bill. 

The  reason  for  this  opposition  was  the 
fact  that  further  tests  conducted  under 
the  formula  proposed  in  the  bill, produced 
results  that  were  greatly  disturbing  to 
the  safety  and  protection  of  the  public. 
If  enacted,  the  bill  would  have  the  effect 
of  greatly  weakening  the  flammability 
standard  by  as  much  as  300  to  400  per¬ 
cent  in  the  case  of  some  textiles. 

The  Department  of  Commerce  also 
withdrew  its  support  from  the  new 
flammability  testing  formula  proposed  in 
S.  3379,  as  introduced,  and  similar  House 
bills,  H.  R.  9193  and  H.  R.  9392.  In  his 
letter  of  June  16,  1954,  addressed  to  the 
chairman  of  your  Committee  on  Inter¬ 
state  and  Foreign  Commerce,  Acting 
Secretary  of  Commerce,  Mr.  Walter  Wil¬ 
liams  stated  in  part: 

The  bills  pending  before  your  committee 
would  resolve  this  aspect  of  the  problem  by 
modifying  the  test  to  provide  that  the  ma¬ 
terial  to  be  tested  should  be  tested  when  It 
is  in  equilibrium  In  the  standard  testing 
atmosphere  of  65  percent  relative  humidity 
and  70°  Fahrenheit.  Under  the  existing 
standard  the  test  is  made  on  the  material  in 
an  extremely  dry  condition. 

In  commenting  on  S.  3379  to  the  Commit¬ 
tee  on  Interstate  and  Foreign  Commerce 
of  the  Senate  and  in  a  communication  di¬ 


rected  to  the  Committee  on  Interstate  and 
Foreign  Commerce  of  the  House,  dated  May 
14,  1954,  we  urged  that  these  modifications 
be  enacted  into  law.  We  have,  since  that 
time,  through  tests  which  have  been  con¬ 
ducted,  determined  that  many  fabrics  with 
a  raised-fiber  surface,  when  tested  under  the 
standard  testing  atmosphere  prescribed  by 
S.  3379,  show  such  a  wide  disparity  of  burning 
characteristics  as  to  raise  questions  concern¬ 
ing  the  adequacy  of  the  proposed  revision 
as  a  safeguard. 

It  is  recommended  that  instead  of  testing 
fabrics  under  the  standard  testing  conditions, 
which  give  us  concern  for  the  reasons  set 
forth  above,  a  minimum  of  3  seconds  binn¬ 
ing  time  be  established  for  plain-surface 
fabrics  and  that  the  4-second  minimum  be 
maintained  for  raised-surface  fabrics.  The 
tests  would  be  performed  under  the  dry  con¬ 
ditions  established  by  CS  191-53  as  presently 
incorporated  in  the  Flammable  Fabrics  Act. 
The  differences  in  burning  times  are  suffi¬ 
ciently  justified,  in  our  opinion,  by  the  more 
intense  burning  of  the  raised-surface  fab¬ 
rics.  We  are  advised  by  technical  experts  in 
the  field  of  flammability  of  textiles  at  the 
National  Bureau  of  Standards  of  the  De¬ 
partment  that  sheer  plain-surface  fabrics 
burning  within  these  limits  have  been  in 
conventional  use  for  many  years  and  that 
most  of  these  fabrics  with  raised  surfaces 
which  have  apparently  caused  recent  acci¬ 
dents  because  of  their  unusual  flammability 
would  be  banned  by  the  4-second  limit  which 
remains  in  effect  for  such  fabrics. 

The  various  proposals  to  avoid  the  real 
difficulty  with  respect  to  conventional  sheer 
plain-surface  fabrics  have  been  discussed 
thoroughly  with  members  of  the  standing 
committee  for  SC  191-53.  This  committee 
which  participated  actively  in  the  develop¬ 
ment  of  the  standard  was  unanimous  in  the 
opinion  that  the  solution  herein  proposed 
would  provide  adequate  and  appropriate 
safeguards  against  fabrics  of  unusual  haz¬ 
ards  and  at  the  same  time  allow  interstate 
traffic  in  conventional  sheer  plain-surface 
fabrics  which  do  not  present  such  unusual 
hazards. 

The  recommendation  of  the  Acting 
Secretary  of  Commerce  that  a  minimum 
of  3  seconds’  burning  time  be  established 
for  plain-surface  fabrics,  while  main¬ 
taining  the  4-second  minimum  for 
raised-surface  fabrics,  and  conducting 
the  tests  under  the  bone-dry  conditions 
established  by  commercial  standard! 
191-53,  was  explored  by  the  chairman 
of  your  Committee  on  Interstate  and 
Foreign  Commerce  with  many  interested 
parties.  As  a  result  of  these  discussions! 
and  communications,  it  developed  that 
a  reduction  of  the  burning  time  from 
4  to  3'/2  seconds  for  plain-surface  fab¬ 
rics  would  be  sufficient  to  qualify  as  safe! 
those  sheer  fabrics  which  now  fail  to 
pass  the  flammability  requirements  un¬ 
der  the  law  by  a  very  narrow  margin. 

Moreover,  the  view  was  expressed  that 
this  amendment  would  have  the  support 
of  the  cotton-textile  industry.  Your 
committee  was  also  assured  that  this 
reduction  in  burning  time  to  3  y2  seconds 
for  plain-surface  fabrics  would  not  ma¬ 
terially  lessen  the  safety  to  the  publiq 
which  the  Congress  sought  to  provide 
by  the  enactment  of  the  Flammable 
Fabrics  Act. 

Your  committee  is  convinced  that 
scarfs  should  be  subject  to  the  provision! 
of  the  law  just  as  any  other  item  of  wear¬ 
ing  apparel.  They  can  be  as  much  £ 
danger  to  human  safety  as  any  othei 
improperly  protected  garments.  Scarf: 


are  worn  around  the  head  or  neck  and 
tied  on  with  a  knot  which  may  not  be 
easily  removable.  Once  ignited,  the 
danger  of  the  hair  catching  on  fire  is 
very  great.  The  scarfs  cannot  be  read¬ 
ily  discarded  under  such  circumstances. 

It  should  be  emphasized  that  not  all 
the  silk  scarfs  are  presently  being  banned 
under  the  Flammable  Fabrics  Act. 
The  only  silk  scarfs  which  are  unable 
to  meet  the  flammability  requirements 
under  this  law  are  the  very  lightweight 
4-momme  and  lighter  scarfs.  The 
heavier  weight  silk  scarfs  of  5-momme 
weight  or  higher  would  generally  pass 
the  flammability  tests  under  the  present 
law. 

Handkerchiefs  up  to  24  inches  square, 
according  to  an  administrative  ruling  of 
the  Federal  Trade  Commission,  are  not 
articles  of  wearing  apparel  within  the 
meaning  of  the  Flammable  Fabrics  Act 
and  are,  therefore,  exempted  from  the 
provisions  of  this  law. 

I  urge  the  House  to  pass  the  Commit¬ 
tee-approved  bill. 

The  bill  was  ordered  to  be  read  a  third 
time,  was  read  the  third  time,  and  passed. 

The  title  was  amended  so  as  to  read: 
“An  act  to  amend  section  4  of  the  Flam¬ 
mable  Fabrics  Act,  with  respect  to  stand¬ 
ards  of  flammability  in  the  case  of  cer¬ 
tain  textiles.” 

A  motion  to  reconsider  was  laid  on 
the  table. 

Mr.  HESELTON.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  to  extend  my  remarks 
in  the  Record  immediately  prior  to  the 
passage  of  S.  3379. 

The  SPEAKER.  Is  there  objection  to 
the  request  of  the  gentleman  from 
Massachusetts? 

There  was  no  objection. 

Mr.  WOLVERTON.  Mr.  Speaker,  I 
ask  unanimous  consent  to  extend  my 
remarks  in  the  Record  immediately 
prior  to  the  passage  of  S.  3379. 

The  SPEAKER.  Is  there  objection  to 
the  request  of  the  gentleman  from  New 
Jersey? 

There  was  no  objection. 

. . 

IENEWAL  OF  AND  ADJUSTMENT  OF 
^COMPENSATION  FOR  CARRYING 
I  AIL  ON  WATER  ROUTES 

7  REES  of  Kansas.  Mr.  Speaker,  I 
ask  uWnimous  consent  for  the  imme¬ 
diate  consideration  of  the  bill  (S.  361) 
to  provide  for  renewal  of  and  adjust¬ 
ment  of  Compensation  under  contracts 
for  carrying  mail  on  water  routes. 

The  Clerk  \ead  the  title  of  the  bill. 

The  SPEAKER.  Is  there  objection  to 
the  request  or\  the  gentleman  from 
Kansas? 


There  was  no  ob  j 
The  Clerk  read  t£ 
Be  it  enacted,  etCu 


ion. 

bill,  as  follows: 
tlie  last  two  para¬ 


graphs  of  section  ^951  or  ..the  Revised  Stat¬ 
utes,  as  amended  (39  U.  9;.  C.,  sec.  434),  is 
amended  toy  inserting  after  the  terms  “star 
route  contract’’ and  "star  route  contractor,” 
the  terms  ^inland  water  route  contract" 
and  “inland  water  route  contactor,”  re¬ 
spectively^ 

WithRhe  following  committee  amend¬ 
ment-.'- 

Pj*ge  1.  line  4,  strike  out  after  the  figure 
**434)”,  the  balance  of  line  4,  lines  5  ana  6, 
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and  line  7  up  to  and  including  the  word 
respectively”,  and  insert  “are  amended  by 
staking  out  the  words  ‘star-route  or  screen 
vemKle  service’  wherever  they  appear  in  such 
paragraphs  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof 
‘star-mate,  screen  vehicle  service,  or  Inland 
water-royte’.” 

The  committee  amendment  was 
agreed  to.  . 

The  bill  was  ordered  to  be  read  a  third 
time,  was  read  the  third  time,  and 
passed,  and  a  motion  to  reconsider  was 
laid  on  the  tabled 


PERMISSION  TO 


2ND  REMARKS 


Mr.  McVEY.  Mr.  \Speaker,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  all  Members 
who  wish  to  do  so  may\extend  their 
remarks  in  the  Record  withVeference  to 
the  late  Mr.  Buckley,  following  the  re¬ 
marks  of  Mr.  O’Hara  of  Illinois  and 
myself. 

The  SPEAKER.  Is  there  objection  to 
the  request  of  the  gentleman  teom 
Illinois? 

There  was  no  objection. 


LABELING  OP  PACKAGES  CONTAIN¬ 
ING  POREIGN-PRODUCED  TROUT 

Mr.  O’HARA  of  Minnesota.  Mr. 
Speaker,  I  move  that  the  House  resolve 
itself  into  the  Committee  of  the  Whole 
House  on  the  State  of  the  Union  for 
the  consideration  of  the  bill  (S.  2033) 
relating  to  the  labeling  of  packages 
containing  foreign-produced  trout  sold 
in  the  United  States,  and  requiring  cer¬ 
tain  information  to  appear  on  the 
menus  of  public  eating  places  serving 
such  trout. 

The  motion  was  agreed  to. 

Accordingly  the  House  resolved  itself 
into  the  Committee  of  the  Whole  House 
on  the  State  of  the  Union  for  the  con¬ 
sideration  of  the  bill  S.  2033,  with  Mr. 
Allen  of  Illinois  in  the  chair. 

The  Clerk  read  the  title  of  the  bill. 

By  unanimous  consent,  the  first  read¬ 
ing  of  the  bill  was  dispensed  with. 

Mr.  WOLVERTON.  Mr.  Chairman, 
the  gentleman  from  Minnesota  [Mr. 
O’Hara]  will  handle  the  time  on  this  side. 

(Mr.  O’HARA  of  Minnesota  asked  anc 
was  given  permission  to  revise  and 
tend  his  remarks.) 

Mr.  O’HARA  of  Minnesota.  /  Mr. 
Chairman,  I  yield  myself  5  minutes. 

Mr.  Chairman,  there  was  considerable 
debate  upon  the  rule,  and  I  should  like 
to  summarize  briefly  in  a  factual  way  the 
purpose  of  this  legislation/ 

The  purpose  of  the  bill  is  to  protect  the 
public  by  requiring  imported  trout,  as 
defined  in  the  bill,  to  be  labeled  as  trout 
and  identified  as  to  the  country  of 
origin  so  that  the  public  and  the  pur¬ 
chaser  can  identify  and  distinguish  im¬ 
ported  trout  frojri  domestic  trout. 

The  reported  bill  will  serve  actually 
three  objectives:  First,  to  protect  the 
public  and -consumer  against  deceptive 
and  unfair  practices  by  requiring  truth¬ 
ful  disclosure  of  the  origin  of  the  trout; 
second  to  protect  our  domestic  trout  pro- 

Js  against  unfair  competition  from 
:n  producers  of  trout;  and  third,  to 
ct  our  source  of  supply  for  stocking 
treams  of  the  Nation  with  game 


Is  there  anything  wrong  with  protect¬ 
ing  the  public  from  being  deceived  or 
being  misled  by  fraudulent  misrepre¬ 
sentation?  Let  me  point  out  that  the 
Committee  on  Interstate  and  Foreign 
Commerce  has  over  the  years  brought  out 
similar  bills  with  an  identical  purpose. 
I  need  only  to  speak  of  the  Federal  label 
laws  covering  foods,  drugs,  and  cosmet¬ 
ics  under  the  Federal  Food,  Drug,  and 
Cosmetic  Act;  the  widely  acclaimed  Wool 
Products  Labeling  Act  of  1939;  and  the 
Fur  Labeling  Act  of  August  8,  1951.  All 
of  these  had  as  their  principal  purpose 
the  protection  of  the  public  and  the  pro¬ 
tection  of  the  American  producer  as  well 
as  the  American  consumer. 

What  has  been  going  on  here?  I  wish 
some  of  my  friends  on  my  right  side 
would  eat  some  of  our  American  pro¬ 
duced  Rocky  Mountain  trout,  rainbow 
trout,  and  perhaps  they  would  not  be 
quite  so  facetious  about  some  of  their 
suggestions  as  to  this  bill.  Those  peo¬ 
ple  who  raise  trout  are  mostly  in  a  fam¬ 
ily-size  farm  production  of  domestic 
trout.  Most  of  them  are  a  family-size 
vunit  operation,  and  the  total  investmer 
;  these  people  is  perhaps  every  cent  they 
h\ve. 

ley  are  confronted  with  furnishing  to 
the  Food  and  Game  Department  of  the 
48  States,  those  that  have  them'  at  least, 
the  fingeriings  and  the  eggs  for  the  pro¬ 
duction  of  ,  trout  that  are  planted  in  the 
streams  of  the  various  States.  On  top 
of  that  t  hey  must,  in  /Order  to  make 
ends  meet,  self  the  trout  they  produce 
for  eating  purposes/  They  have  been 
getting  their  threats  cut  by  the  tremen¬ 
dous  importation  o^  a  cheap,  foreign,  in¬ 
ferior  type  of  fish  unto  this  country, 
which,  unfortunately  ^Uoo  many  of  the 
people  in  the  restaurant  business  are 
selling  as  Rocky  Mountain  trout — mis¬ 
labeling  ahd  fraudulently  describing 
trout  which  in  no  way  compares  to 
American  produced  trout.  Thfesy  can  buy 
this  cheaply  produced  imported  foreign 
trout  from  Japan  or  Denmark.\These 
people  can  buy  this  cheaply  produced 
Sreign  trout  at  about  40  cents  a  pound 
less  than  the  American  produced  trout 
can  be  sold.  So  they  are  making  a  nicfc 
profit  in  doing  so.  I  know  that  most  of1'' 
the  restaurant  people  are  decent,  fine 
people,  and  that  they  would  not  in¬ 
tentionally  mislead  or  deceive  the  public, 
and  we  are  protecting  them  by  requiring 
these  importers  of  this  foreign  trout  to 
identify  and  mark  the  trout  whether  it 
is  1  fish  or  12  in  packages  and  to  iden¬ 
tify  the  country  that  the  trout  is  im¬ 
ported  from.  Is  there  anything  wrong 
about  that?  We  did  that  in  the  fur¬ 
labeling  bill  where  we  compelled  the 
fur  people  to  mark  and  identify  for  sales 
purposes  the  origin  of  the  fur. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  time  of  the 
gentleman  from  Minnesota  has  expired. 

Mr.  ROGERS  of  Florida.  Mr.  Chair¬ 
man,  I  yield  myself  8  minutes. 

Mr.  Chairman,  this  is  a  very  simple 
bill.  The  purpose  of  it  has  been  well 
explained  by  my  colleague,  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  Minnesota  [Mr.  O’Hara], 
Now  it  becomes  a  question  of  whether  or 
not  you  want  the  public  to  be  advised  as 
to  what  they  are  eating  when  something 
is  put  before  them  which  is  labeled  trout 


such  as  Rocky  Mountain  trout  or  sor 
other  kind  of  trout.  Not  only  that  bfit 
there  are  a  number  of  trout  produce/fe  in 
this  country  and  everyone  of  them  who 
appeared  before  the  committee/ivas  in 
favor  of  this  bill.  We  did  have  some 
opposition  to  the  bill  on  the  pair t  of  some 
restaurant  owners,  but  other  than  that 
so  far  as  the  public  at  large'is  concerned, 
I  do  not  recall  much  opposition.  We 
have  letters  here  from  the  Isaac  Walton 
League  in  favor  of  this  bill.  We  have 
letters  from  the  National  Wildlife  Fed¬ 
eration  in  favor  oythe  bill.  We  have  a 
communication  from  the  Sport  Fishing 
Institute,  of  Washington,  D.  C.,  in  favor 
of  the  bill.  We  have  a  communication 
from  William  E.  Rae,  editor  of  Outdoor 
Life.  We  have  a  letter  from  the  Depart¬ 
ment  of  F*ish  and  Game  of  the  State  of 
Idaho. 

Mr.  j6’HARA  of  Minnesota.  Mr.  Chair¬ 
man?;  will  the  gentleman  yield? 

fr.  ROGERS  of  Florida.  I  yield. 

:.  O’HARA  of  Minnesota.  It  is  my 
mderstanding  that  the  Fish  and  Game 
Departments  of  38  States  have  endorsed 
this  bill.  I  was  informed  of  that  fact 
this  morning. 

Mr.  ROGERS  of  Florida.  I  do  not  re¬ 
call  how  many  there  were,  but  I  presume 
the  gentleman  is  absolutely  correct  when 
he  makes  that  statement.  Certainly,  this 
is  not  an  invasion  or  violation  of  any 
principle.  The  Congress  has  adopted 
similar  legislation  with  reference  to  oleo¬ 
margarine.  This  type  of  law  was  passed 
concerning  furs  and  wool.  There  are 
many  other  pieces  of  legislation  that  the 
Congress  has  passed  to  protect  the  pub¬ 
lic.  There  is  one  provision  here  that 
makes  certain  that  there  is  no  interfer¬ 
ence  at  all  with  any  State  law.  I  believe 
it  is  section  3  of  the  bill  which  provides 
that  nothing  in  this  act  shall  be  con¬ 
strued  as  authorizing  possession,  sale,  or 
serving  of  foreign  produced  trout  in  any 
State  or  Territory  in  contravention  of 
the  laws  of  such  State  or  Territory.  So 
it  appears  to  me  that  there  cannot  be 
much  objection  to  the  passage  of  this 
bill.  Certainly  some  good  can  come  out 
of  it.  I  think  this  Congress  today  should 
give  favorable  consideration  to  the  pas¬ 
sage  of  this  bill. 

Mr.  SMITH  of  Virginia.  Mr.  Chair- 
in,  will  the  gentleman  yield? 

[r.  ROGERS  of  Florida.  I  yield. 
SMITH  of  Virginia.  I  have  been 
puzzled  to  know  how  you  are  going  to 
tell  the'difference  and  what  is  the  differ¬ 
ence — and  I  am  sure  the  gentleman 
being  an  etepert  on  these  matters,  can  tell 
me — what  the  difference  between  the 

fish  that  is  spawned  in  the  United  States 
and  one  that  isSspawned,  say,  in  Canada, 
a  trout  now?  Wfcat  is  the  difference  be¬ 
tween  these  trouvJ^  How  can  you  tell  if 
you  eat  them? 

Mr.  ROGERS  of  "Vlorida.  There  is 
some  difference  in  theSflavor.  It  is  just 
like  ham.  I  am  sure\±he  gentleman 
would  like  to  get  Virgin?^  ham  in  this 
bill. 

Mr.  SMITH  of  Virginia.  X  hope  the 
gentleman  is  going  to  offer  vuch  an 
amendment. 

Mr.  ROGERS  of  Florida.  I  ftp  not 
propose  to. 

Mr.  SMITH  of  Virginia.  I  just  do\ot 
see  how  a  restaurant  dealer  or 
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5» '^NOMINATION.  Confirmed  the  nomination  of  Herbert  Davis  Vogel  to  be  a  member 
the  Board  of  Directors  of  TVA  (p.  13300).  Sen.  Morse  spoke  in  oppositioi 
this  nomination  (pp.  13U12-3')'. 


to> 


6*  MEXICAN  FENCE.  Discussed,  and  placed  at  foot  of  the  calendar,  S.  llli, 
izing  appropriations  for  construction,  operation,  and  maintenance  of 
Mexican  western  land  boundary  fence  project  (p.  13376). 


7.  FORESTRY.  Discussed  and  passed  over  S,  620  and  H.  R.  125>U*  .'which  /{uthorize  the 
issuance  by  Federal  agencies  of  permits,  leases,  or  easements  ter  States  or 
local  governments  for  periods  'not  to.  exceed  30  years,  on  lands-v within  their 
respective  jurisdictions  (pp.  13l|03-l| ) . 


8.  AGRICULTURAL  INVEST r^AT IONS.  Agreed  to  S.  Res.  30l|,  to  provide  $12,000  addition- 
al  for  the  Agriculture  and  Forestry''  Committee  for  an  investigation  of  various 
matters  related  to  agricultural  programs  (S.  Rcpt .  2li5£y  (p.  13301). 


I 


9.  EDUCATION.  Passed  without\amcndment  H.  R.  9888,  to  Extend  the  period  during 
which  the  education'  and  t r&ining  benefits  of  the  J£&rean-conflict  GI  bill  of 
rights  may  be  available  (p.  13356).  This  bill  will  now  be  sent  to  the  Presi¬ 
dent  . 


10.  FORESTRY.  Passed  without  amendment  H.  R,  63j?3,  consenting  to  an  interstate 
forest-fire  protection  compact  amohg  sout^jr  central  States  (p„  13357) «  This 
bill  will  now  be  sent  to  the  President. 


11.  RECLAMATION.  Passed  without  amendment^  Ttv,  R.  8520,  to  include  the  Ainsworth, 
Lavaca  Flats,  Mirage  Flats  Extension,  anav  O’Neill  irrigation  developments  in 
the  Missouri  Basin  project,  and  H./R,  838Ij^v  to  authorize  the  Talent  division 
of  the  Rogue  River  Basin  project/  0rcg„  ( pp\133  73 , '  13394?  13b02).  These  bills 
will  now  be  sent  to  the  President . 


12.  WATER  RESOURCES.  Passed  withdut  amendment  K,-  R.  I8I4.3 ,  authorizing  the  Interior 
Department  to  investigate  jL nd  report  to  Congress  chj  the  water  resources  of 
Hawaii  (p.  13396).  This  ..bill  will  now  be  sent  to  the  President. 


13.  FORESTRY.  Passed  as  rpported  S.  3773 ,  to  authorize  reciprocal  fire-protection 
agreements  between  Government  departments  and-  agencies  a^d  public  or  private 
organizations  engaged  in  fire-fighting  activities  (p*. 13373). 


ill.  PERSONNEL.  Passeci  with  amendments  H0  R,  777h}  to  increase  thesjpay  of  classified, 
postal,  and  ofner  Federal  employees j  and  then  agreed  to  a  request  by  Sen. 
Knowland  that?” the  vote  be  reconsidered  (pp.  1333U-7). 


15.  MEXICAN  FARM  LABOR.  The  Judiciary  Committee  reported  with  amendments  S.  3660, 
to  make. x he  employment,  and  related  practices,  of  any  alien  known  byh^n  cm- 
ploycr/to  have  entered  the  U.  S.  illegally  within  3  years  thereof  unlawful 
(S.  Rept.  2li5l)i  and  S.  3661,  to  provide  for  the  seizure  and  forfeiture  of  ' 
any/vessel  or  vehicle  used  in  the  transportation  of  any  alien  known  by,  tm 
owner  thereof  to-  have  entered  the  U,  S,  illegally  within  3  years  (S,  Rept.7£li52) 
fp.  13300).  *  :  V 


16 .  \COMMODITY  CREDIT  CORPORATION,-  The  Agriculture;  end  Forestry  Committee  reported 
\dthout  amendment  H.  R,  9796,  to  increase  the;  borrowing  power  of  CCC  from, 

,9  billion  to  ijplO  billion  (S.  Rept,  2l*70)  (p.  13301). 

17.  EDUCATION.  Passed  with  amendment  H.  R, .  1797,  to  provide  for  conveyance'  by  the" 

Interior  Department  , of  a  tract  of  land  to  the  Okla.  A&M  College  (p.  J 

18.  PERSONNEL^  RETIREPTENT  •  passed  without  amendment  S.  362 7 ,  to.  ame-ncWthe  Civil 

Service  Retirement  Act  so  as  to  tighten. up  several  "loopholes"  ('p.  13377). 

19.  TRAVEL.  Passed  with  amendment  S,  3200,  to  amend  section  . 3  of/the  Travel  Ex¬ 

pense  Act  of  lV;9,  as  amended ,  so  as  to  increase  the  maximum  per  diem  allow¬ 
ance  for.  subsistence  and  travel  by  Federal  employees  frory^9  to  $12  (p.  131*01) . 

20.  SOIL  CONSERVATION.  'Passed  as  reported  S.-3771*,  to  cxtonfa  the  benefits  of  the 

Watershed  Proto ctiorNand  Flood  Prevention  Act  to  Alaska,  Hawaii,  Puerto  Rico, 
and  the  Virgin  Island^.  (p»  1J337U) .. 

21.  VIRGIN  ISLANDS.  Passed  as.  reported  S.  3800,  to  restore  the  USDA  animal-poultry 

insoection  authority,  regarding  imports  into  the  Virgin  Islands,  on  a  modified 
basis  (pTl3357). 

22.  PERSONNEL.  Passed  as  reported  Sf  19,  to  su^iond  the  running  of  the  statute  of 

limitations  applicable  to  offends  involving  performance  of  official  duties 
by  Government  officers  and  employees  during  periods  of  Government  service 
(p.  13371) . 

23.  EDUCATION,-  Passed  as  reported  S.  362/9NV5  ..amend  Public  Law  87U>  8lst  Cong., 

so  as  to  .postpone  the  effective  date  of \the  3  percent  "absorption"  requirement 
of  school  districts  in  areas  affected  by  federal  activities  for  1  additional 
year  (through  June  30,  1999)  (pj?.  13371-2)\ 

:  ,  ;  Passed  as  reported  S._  3.628,  to  amend  Pdblic  Law  8l9,  8lst  Cong.,  so  as  to 

extend  for  3  additional  yeaps  the  program  of  federal  assistance  for  school 
construction  under  title  l£l  thereof  (p,  13371j 


2l; .  FLAI-MABLE,  FABRICS..  Concurred  in  the  House  amendments  to  S.  3379,  to  cexempt 

from  the  Flammable  Fabrics  Act  certain  fabrics  which  are  not  highly  flammable 
(p*  13U72).  This  bii;  will  now  be  sent  to  the  President. 

,29.  STOCKPILING,  Passeci  as  reported  S,  3989,  to  amend  the  Strategic  and  Critical 
Materials  .Stockpiling  Act  so  as  to -provide  "that  any  gem  diamonds  constituting 
a  part  of  the  .stockpile  may  be  exchanged. for  industrial  diamonds  of  a  like 
value"  (pp.  13370-1).  The  committee  report  explains  that  a\irm  has  offered 
to  make  such  an  exchange  and  has  agreed  to-  purchase  wheat  of  \he  same  value 
2  -  .from  the  proceeds  -of  its  sale  of  the  gem  stones  acquired  by  th<X  exchange . 

26.  DEBT  LIJ/?IT .  Discussed  and  passed  over  H.  R,  6672,  to  increase  the  public  debt 

limit/ (p.  13376). 

27.  PARENTS,  Discussed  and  passed  over,  upon  the  objection  of  Sen.  Hendrickson, 

HA  R*  393n,  to  authorize  the  extension  of  patents  covering  inventions  wi'k'sc 
/practice  was  prevented  or  curtailed  during  service  by  the  patent  owner  in\the 
/  Armed  Services  or  by  production  controls  (pp,  13379-80).  V 
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goin^.to  create  administrative  difficulties  and 
lower  morale  within  the  TVA,  because  the 
TV  A  has  been  developed  very  successfully 
by  an  administrative  and  construction  pro¬ 
gram  quite  different  from  the  Corps  of 
Army  Engineers.  In  my  opinion  it  has  been 
good  for  the  country  that  such  has  been  the 
case.  I  think  it  has  been  good  for  the  Corps 
of  Army  Engineetc  to  have  TVA  as  a  sort  of 
competitive  yardstick  for  the  Corps  of  Army 
Engineers  to  try  to \piatch.  I  am  satisfied 
that  the  low  cost,  h'lgh  effciency,  and  the 
multipurpose  program  of  the  TVA  never 
would  have  reached  such  a  high  state  of 
successful  development  if  tyre  policies  of  the 
Corps  of  Army  Engineers  ha^d  been  followed. 

“Be  that  as  it  may,  I  think  it  is  obviously 
unwise  to  bring  in  as  chairman  of  the  board 
of  directors  of  the  TVA  an  Army  engineer 
who  is  bound  as  a  human  being  to  be  some¬ 
what  influenced  by  the  known  conflicting 
policies  of  the  Corps  of  Army  Engineers,  in¬ 
sofar  as  TVA  is  concerned.  \ 

"Furthermore,  it  is  to  be  noted  that 'the 
Corps  of  Army  Engineers  have  always  been 
primarily  interested  in  navigation  develop-*- 
ment  and  flood  control,  and  have  tended  to 
look  upon  electric  power  developments  in 
public  works  projects  as  rather  secondary  in 
importance.  However,  in  the  TVA  program, 
power  development,  along  with  flood  control 
and  navigation,  fertilizer  production,  recrea¬ 
tion,  and  many  other  public  services,  is  of 
primary  importance.  It  is  a  public  power 
development  program  and  by  law  is  intended 
to  be  a  public  power  development  program. 

“However,  there  is  much  evidence  which 
Indicates  very  clearly  that  the  prevailing 
points  of  view  of  the  Corps  of  Army  Engi¬ 
neers  have  for  a  long  time  past  seem  to 
lean  in  the  direction  of  favoring  the  private 
utility  approach  to  the  development  of  elec¬ 
tric  power  in  our  country.  It  is  interesting 
to  note  how  many  of  the  top  officers  of  the 
Corps  of  Army  Engineers  upon  retirement 
seem  to  find  themselves  gravitating  toward 
employment  by  private  utility  companies  and 
other  corporations  that  have  great  inter¬ 
est  in  the  development  of  programs  for 
private  utility  monopolies,  or  serve  upon 
retirement  as  special  consultants  to  private 
Utilities  (which  is  one  and  the  same  thing.) 

“The  selection  of  an  Army  Engineer  to 
head  the  TVA  great  public  power  develop¬ 
ment  project,  in  my  Judgment,  is  most  un¬ 
wise. 

"4.  As  I  stated  to  the  committee  this  morn¬ 
ing,  I  think  the  people  of  the  Tennessee 
Valley  and  of  the  Nation  as  a  whole  are  en¬ 
titled  to  have  appointed  as  chairman  of  the 
Board  of  Directors  of  the  TVA  an  enthusias¬ 
tic  advocate  of  the  TVA  program.  They  i 
entitled,  as  I  put  it  in  committee,  to 
chairman  who  will  be  a  true  crusader  for  the 
maximum  development  of  the  economi 
tentialities  of  the  TVA.  If  the  great  experi¬ 
ment  of  the  TVA  is  to  accomplish  the  suc¬ 
cess  envisioned  by  the  law  which  authorized 
it,  it  must  have  at  its  head  men  who  have 
the  enthusiasm  to  expand  its  services  to  the 
region  which  it  serves  under  the  law.  In 
my  Judgment,  TVA  to  date  has  Just 
scratched  the  surface  of  its  potentialities  of 
service  to  the  people  of  the  Tennessee  Val¬ 
ley  and  of  the  Nation.  It  should  have  at  its 
head  one  of  the  most  able  civilian  author¬ 
ities  in  the  field  of  public  power  development, 
I  do  not  think  General  Vogel  has  those 
qualifications. 

“5.  Lastly,  the /TVA  program  as  contem¬ 
plated  by  the  l^w,  is  an  example  of  putting 
into  practice  that  great  tenet  that  a  Govern¬ 
ment  of  the.''  people  has  the  obligation  of 
doing  for  them  what  they  cannot  do  for 
themselves’ or  cannot  so  well  do  for  them¬ 
selves,  but  what  needs  to  be  done  in  order  to 
promote  the  general  welfare. 

"However,  in  order  to  keep  democratic 
processes  strong,  efficient,  and  effective,  in 
carrying  out  that  tenet,  civilians  should  be 
appointed  and  employed  from  top  to  bottom 


j  \ 


In  order  to  make  It  a  living  example  of 
democracy  put  to  work. 

"The  Government  has  a  proprietary  inter¬ 
est  in  TVA,  but  it  is  a  proprietary  interest 
based  upon  a  cooperative  program  between 
the  Federal  Government  and  the  people  not 
only  of  the  Tennessee  Valley  but  of  the  Na¬ 
tion  as  a  whole.  This  cooperative  program 
should  be  administered  in  keeping  with  the 
civilian  philosophy  of  business  management. 

"The  bringing  of  a  Corps  of  Army  Engi¬ 
neers  high  ranking  officer  into  the  admin¬ 
istration  of  TVA  will,  I  fear,  prove  to  be  a 
great  mistake,  and  therefore  I  voted  against 
the  nomination.” 


IDENTITY  OP  CERTAIN  COMMUNIST- 

INFILTRATED  ORGANIZATIONS 

The  Senate  resumed  the  considera¬ 
tion  of  the  bill  (S.  3706)  to  amehd  the 
Subversive  Activities  Control  Act  of  1950 
to  provide  for  the  determination  of  the 
identity  of  certain  Communist-infiltrated 
organizations,  and  for  other’purposes. 

Mr.  CASE.  Mr.  President,  earlier  in 
the  debate  this  evening  on  the  bill,  S. 
3706,  a  bill  to  amend  the  Subversive  Ac¬ 
tivities  Control  Act  of  1950,  I  expressed 
my  position,  I  suppose,  by  implication 
3  which  I  addressed  to 


••from  the  inquiries 


AMENDMENT  OF  THE  FLAMMABLE 
FABRICS  ACT 

Mr.  PURTELL.  Mr.  President,  the 
Senate  has  received  a  message  from  the 
House  with  respect  to  Senate  bill  3379,  to 
amend  the  Flammable  Fabrics  Act,  so  as 
to  exempt  from  its  application  fabrics 
and  wearing  apparel  which  are  not  high¬ 
ly  flammable.  I  request  that  the  amend¬ 
ments  of  the  House  to  that  bill  be  laid  si< 
before  the  Senate.  *&f 


the  Senator  fro$  Oregon.  In  particular, 
I  indicated  I  felt  that  in  the  matter  of 
the  Communist  subversion,  the  labeling 
of  organizations  as  subversive  ought  not 
to  bj  in  the  hands  of  the  National  Labor 
Relations  Board,  but  as  proposed  by  the 
bill,  ought  to  be  in  the  hands  of  the  Sub¬ 
versive  Activities  Control  Board. 

I  want  to  assert  very  positively  that 
it  is  my  opinion  that  Communist  subver- 
on  cannot  be  regarded  as  a  question 
:of  labor-management  relations.  It  is 


The  PRESIDING  OFFICER  laid  be-  !  primarily  a  security  question.  Employ 


fore  the  Senate  the  amendments  of  the 
House  of  Representatives  to  the  bill  (S. 
3379)  to  amend  the  Flammable  Fabrics 
Act,  so  as  to  exempt  from  its  application 
fabrics  and  wearing  apparel  which  are 
not  highly  flammable,  which  were,  to 
strike  out  all  after  the  enacting  clause 
and  insert: 

That  section  4  of  the  Flammable  Fabrics 
Act  (15  U.  S.  C.,  sec.  1193)  is  hereby  amended 
by  inserting  at  the  end  thereof  the  following 
subsection : 

“(c)  Notwithstanding  the  provisions  of 
paragraph  3.1  Commercial  Standard  191-53, 
textiles  free  from  nap,  pile,  tufting,  flock,  or 
other  type  of  raised  fiber  surface  when 
tested  as  described  in  said  standard  shall  be 
classified  as  class  1,  normal  flammability. 


when  the  time  of  flame  spread  is  3l/2  seconds  :■  lations. 


ers  should  not  be  charged  with  the  obli¬ 
gation  of  defining  security.  Employers, 
in  my  judgment,  ought  not  to  be  given, 
the  right  to  cite  labor  organizations  on 
that  score,  with  the  penalties  of  having 
such  organizations  denied  the  benefits 
of  the  National  Labor  Relations  Act. 

It  seems  to  me  that  the  control  of 
Communist  subversive  activities  is  an 
exercise  of  the  police  power;  it  is  a  re¬ 
sponsibility  of  Government  and  not  of 
the  employer.  That  is  why  I  think  this 
bill  is  soundly  based  in  providing  that 
the  citations  shall  be  made  by  the  At¬ 
torney  General  to  the  Subversive  Activi¬ 
ties  Control  Board  rather  than  by  ini¬ 
tiation  through  labor-management  re- 


or  more,  and  as  class  3,  rapid  and  intense 
burning,  when  the  time  of  flame  spread  is 
less  than  3/2  seconds.” 

And  to  amend  the  title  so  as  to  read: 
"An  act  to  amend  section  4  of  the  Flam¬ 
mable  Fabrics  Act,  with  respect  to  stand¬ 
ards  of  flammability  in  the  case  of  cer¬ 
tain  textiles.” 

Mr.  PURTELL.  Mr.  President,  the 
House  has  amended  this  bill.  I  approve 
the  change  in  the  standard  of  flamma¬ 
bility.  I  have  discussed  this  matter  with 
the  senior  member  of  the  minority,  both 
of  the  full  committee  and  the  subcom¬ 
mittee,  and  they  agree  with  me.  How-  1 
ever,  I  believe  the  House  should  have  ex¬ 
empted  scarfs  made  of  plain-surface 
fabrics,  as  the  Senate  Interstate  and 
Foreign  Commerce  Commitee  and  the 
Senate  had  done,  or  otherwise  have  ad¬ 
justed  the  standards  to  provide  for  im¬ 
portation  of  silks  that  present  no  hazard 
to  the  wearer.  I  hope  that  further  hear¬ 
ings -next  year  will  convince  the  House 
that  this  is  necessary. 

In  view  of  the  lateness  of  this  session, 
and  because  the  bill  will  afford  our  do¬ 
mestic  industry  much  needed  relief,  I 
move  that  the  Senate  concur  in  the 
House  amendments. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
question  is  on  agreeing  to  the  motion  of 
the  Senator  from  Connecticut  [Mr 
Purtell 1 . 

The  motion  was  agreed  to. 
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During  the  debate  earlier  in  the  eve¬ 
ning,  too,  the  suggestion  was  made  by 
other  Senators  that  this  was  a  matter 
which  ought  to  be  handled  by  the  Labor 
,nd  Public  Welfare  Committee,  but  I  am 
vised  that  S.  1254,  when  introduced  by 
th\  Senator  from  Arizona  [Mr.  Gold- 
watse],  proposed  to  establish  effective 
means,  to  determine  Communist  domin¬ 
ation,  and  had  several  other  features  in 
it,  including  features  now  in  S.  3706.  It 
went  to  tin}  Committee  on  Labor  and 
Public  Welfare,  and  by  a  unanimous 
vote,  on  January  15,  1954,  that  commit¬ 
tee  asked  that  the  bill  be  referred  to  the 
Committee  on  the  Judiciary. 

I  should  like  to  ask  the  Senator  from 
Maryland  if  that  isSnot  correct. 

Mr.  BUTLER.  Yes.  it  is  correct.  That 
bill,  S.  23,  and  S.  1606  were  considered  by 
our  task  force.  The  pending  bill  is  really 
a  committee  bill.  We  drew  on  each  one 
of  these  three  bills,  and  the  testimony 
adduced  before  our  task  force,  to  pro¬ 
duce  the  pending  bill. 

Mr.  CASE.  The  original  Goldwater 
bill  was  before  the  Senate  Committee  on 
Labor  and  Public  Welfare. 

Mr.  BUTLER.  That  is  correct. 

Mr.  CASE.  By  unanimous  vote,  I  un¬ 
derstand,  it  was  requested  that  the  bill 
be  referred  to  the  Committee  on  the 
Judicary. 

Mr.  BUTLER.  The  Senator  is  correct. 


1951* 


CONGRESSIONAL  RECORD  —  SENATE 


13471 


ie  force  account  system.  This  nominee  says 
Inkprefers  the  contracting  system  and  that 
alone  is  enough  to  cause  great  concern  in  the 
Tennessee  Valley. 

Last?&  and  then  X  am  through,  Mr.  Chair¬ 
man.  I  think  it  is  most  unfortunate  that 
we  do  nok  bring  into  the  Chairmanship  of 
the  Tennessee  Valley  Authority  a  recognized 
authority  ails}  enthusiast  in  respect  to  the 
TVA  programXl  use  the  word  “enthusiast” 
advisedly,  for  t\e  economic  and  social  pro¬ 
gram  of  the  Tennppee  Valley  Authority  calls 
for  an  enthusiastiVsupporter  of  it.  We  do 
not  have  such  a  person  in  this  nominee. 

Oh,  yes;  he  answer/ the  questions  by  say¬ 
ing  that  he  is  very  mwsji  in  sympathy  with 
the  law,  and  he  will  carry-out  the  law.  But 
he  is  not  a  Lilienthal;  he  ‘is  not  a  Clapp.  X 
think  the  American  peopl^ire  entitled  to 
have  as  Chairman  of  the  Tennessee  Valley 
Authority  a  man  who  just  reeks  with  en¬ 
thusiasm  and  inspiration  for  the  great  social 
and  economic  potentiality  of  the,  program. 

I  think  the  people  of  the  United  States 
are  entitled  to  the  best  civilian  wha  could 
be  obtained  for  this  job.  They  are  entitled 
to  a  man  who  is  an  authority  in  this  flpld, 
and  who  is  a  known  proponent  of  the  Ten¬ 
nessee  Valley  Authority. 

There  is  no  substitute  for  enthusiasm,  anc 
enthusiastic  convictions  in  favor  of  a  pro¬ 
gram  that  you  are  going  to  administer.  This 
isn’t  a  case  where  you  are  asking  for  the 
appointment  of  a  president  of  a  bank.  It 
is  a  case  where  you  are  asking  to  have  as 
Chairman  of  the  Tennessee  Valley  Authority 
Board  a  man  who  is  going  to  head  up  one 
of  the  greatest  experiments,  if  not  the  great¬ 
est  experiment,  of  a  cooperative  relation¬ 
ship  between  the  Government  and  the  peo¬ 
ple  of  a  region  whereby  the  Government 
will  help  the  people  to  do  for  themselves 
what  they  cannot  do  for  themselves  or  do 
so  well  for  themselves. 

I  want  a  crusader  as  Chairman  of  the 
Board.  I  want  a  crusader  who  is  a  social 
and  economic  crusader  dedicated  to  the 
symbolism  of  the  Tennessee  Valley  Author¬ 
ity  as  the  Chairman  of  the  Board.  In  my 
opinion  this  man  does  not  meet  that  quali¬ 
fication.  Therefore,  for  the  reasons  set  forth 
in  this  statement,  Mr.  Chairman,  I  shall 
vote  against  the  nominee. 

Mr.  President,  for  the  Record — and 
this  is  very  brief,  and  bears  upon  the 
action  which  was  taken  in  regard  to  the 
printing  of  the  hearings — at  this  time  I 
wish  to  read  the  comments  which  were 
made  following  my  announcement  of 
opposition  to  the  nomination:  / 

The  Chairman.  I  think.  Senator  Morse,  we 
all  appreciate  very  much  the  very  vigorous 
statement  that  you  have  made,  explaining 
your  opposition  to  the  nominee. 

We  will  now  close  the  hearings.  /What  is 
the  will  of  the  committee? 

Senator  Stennis.  Mr.  Chalrmatf,  I  appre¬ 
ciate  very  much  the  forceful  statement  by 
Senator  Morse,  too.  I  do  feel  that  this  com¬ 
mittee  is  passing  on  a  man  Who  has  already 
been  nominated.  We  do  not  originate  these 
names. 

As  Senator  Morse  said,  this  is  a  man  of 
high  character  and  integrity  and  a  great  deal 
of  ability,  and  I  was  well  impressed,  myself, 
with  the  statements  he  made,  and  the  atti¬ 
tude  he  had  privairfely  adhered  to,  and  under 
•those  circumstances  I  shall  vote  for  his 
nomination. 

Senator  MpftsE.  May  I  respectfully  request 
that  the  Chair  instruct  the  reporter  to  tran¬ 
scribe  at  the  earliest  possible  moment  my 
statement  before  the  committee,  and  supply 
me  with  a  copy 

The-CHAiRMAN.  Yes;  and,  Mr.  Bassett,  get 
out  the  record  of  yesterday  and  today  so 
we/may  have  it. 

/Senator  Morse.  May  I  also  respectfully  re¬ 
quest,  Mr.  Chairman,  that  the  reporter  be 


Instructed  to  make  the  corrections  in  the 
record  of  yesterday  that  I  have  already  given 
to  the  clerk  of  the  committee? 

Senator  Gore.  Is  it  your  plan  to  have  the 
hearings  printed,  Mr.  Chairman? 

Senator  Morse.  I  think  we  ought  to  print 
them. 

The  Chairman.  The  only  thing  about  it  is 
the  question  of  expense. 

Senator  Morse.  I  move  that  the  hearings 
be  printed. 

The  Chairman.  Without  objection,  they 
will  be  printed. 

That  concludes  the  executive  session. 

(Whereupon,  at  11:46  a.  m.,  the  meeting 
was  concluded.) 

Mr.  President,  following  the  meeting 
there  was  conversation  among  several 
of  us,  and  I  know  that  I  state  the  atti¬ 
tude  of  my  colleagues  on  the  committee 
who  were  there  that  it  was  their  im¬ 
pression  that  the  hearings  would  be 
printed  and  that  the  nomination  would 
be  acted  upon  by  the  Senate  after  the 
hearings  were  available  to  the  Senate 
for  use  in  the  debate,  which  it  was  well 
known  would  take  place  on  the  floor  of 
the  Senate  when  the  nomination  came 
[efore  the  Senate  for  confirmation. 

t  the  beginning  of  my  remarks,  Mr. 
President,  I  said  I  criticized  no  one  for 
the  speed  with  which  this  nomination 
was  rushed  through  the  Senate  this 
morning,  at  the  beginning  of  our  session 
when  there  were  only  about  eight  Sena¬ 
tors  on  the  floor  of  the  Senate.  But  I 
want  the  Record  to  show  the  only  rea¬ 
son  I  was  not  here  at  the  beginning  of 
the  session  this  morning  is  that  I  was 
at  Bethesda  Hospital/ where  I  was  un¬ 
dergoing  a  jaw  treatment  that  I  have 
been  receiving  periodically  for  some 
time  past.  I  arrived  in  the  Chamber,  I 
think,  at  abouV  11:20  this  morning.  No 
one  even  told, me  at  that\ime,  Mr.  Pres¬ 
ident,  that/ action  had  '^already  been 
taken  on  the  nomination.  \lt  was  not 
until  the  Senate  went  into\a  second 
executive  session  late  this  afternoon  and 
proceeded  with  the  calendar  that  I  first 
discovered  that  action  had  already,  been 
taken  this  morning  on  the  Vogel  nami- 
tion  and  that  it  had  been  sent  to  Nae 
ite  House. 

As  I  have  said,  I  have  no  intentions 
of  going  through  the  gesture  of  moving 
to  have  it  recalled  from  the  White  House, 
because  I  do  not  think  the  White  House 
should  be  so  treated,  but  I  hope,  Mr. 
President,  and  I  speak  most  respect¬ 
fully,  that  in  the  future  when  it  is  known 
that  there  is  objection  to  a  nomination — 
and  it  certainly  was  common  knowledge 
that  I  had  objected  to  this  nomination 
yesterday — at  least  it  will  not  be  taken 
up  in  the  Senate  until  notice  of  the  in¬ 
tention  to  bring  it  up  can  be  gotten  to 
the  Senator  or  Senators  concerned. 

Furthermore,  I  hope  that,  come  Jan¬ 
uary,  we  shall  see  fit  to  adopt  an  amend¬ 
ment  to  our  rules,  which  I  shall  then 
offer,  that  will  make  it  mandatory  that 
nominations  remain  at  the  desk  for  at 
least  one  calendar  day  after  they  have 
been  first  filed  at  the  desk.  That  would 
avoid  the  kind  of  embarrassing  situation 
that  has  developed  in  this  instance. 

I  ask,  Mr.  President,  to  have  inserted 
in  the  Record,  following  my  discussion 
of  the  Vogel  nomination,  a  summary  of 
my  opposition  to  the  nomination  as  I 


gave  it  to  the  press  yesterday  in  a  prtfss 
release  from  my  office. 

There  being  no  objection,  the , sum¬ 
mary  was  ordered  to  be  printed'in  the 
Record,  as  follows: 

Senator  Wayne  Morse,  Independent,  Ore¬ 
gon,  made  the  following  statement  on  Ills 
vote  against  the  confirmation  of  Gen.  Herbert 
D.  Vogel  for  the  chairmanship  of  the  Board 
of  Directors  of  the  Tennessee  Valley  Author¬ 
ity: 

“The  following  Is  a  sdmmary  of  the  rea¬ 
sons  I  expressed  to  th6  Public  Works  Com¬ 
mittee  in  executive  session  today  against  the 
confirmation  of  Geh.  Herbert  D.  Vogel  for 
chairmanship  of  /he  Board  of  Directors  of 
the  Tennessee  Valley  Authority. 

“1.  A  dangerous  trend  has  developed  in  our 
country  in  repent  years,  and  is  going  forward 
at  an  accelerated  rate  under  the  Eisenhower 
administration,  of  appointing  high  ranking 
military  officers  to  important  civilian  admin¬ 
istrative  posts.  I  criticized  ths  policy  when 
I  saw;  it  start  to  develop  under  the  Demo¬ 
cratic  administration.  It  has  become  even 
much  more  serious  under  the  Eisenhower 
(ministration. 

‘The  American  people  need  to  be  on  guard 
against  the  imposition  of  military  adminis¬ 
trative  policies  or  practices  over  civilian 
functions  of  Government.  The  military 
chain  of  command  of  administration  is  not 
desirable  or  safe  for  the  civilian  functions 
of  a  democracy. 

“I  am  convinced  that  General  Vogel  is  so 
steeped  in  the  military  chain  of  command 
approach  to  any  administrative  position  that 
it  is  not  in  the  public  interest  to  place  him 
in  charge  of  the  chairmanship  of  the  Board 
of  Directors  of  TVA. 

“My  opposition  to  General  Vogel’s  nomina¬ 
tion  does  not  rest  on  any  personal  opposi¬ 
tion  to  him.  To  the  contrary,  I  have  a  high 
respect  for  his  military  record  and  a  high 
regard  for  him  personally.  But  I  am  satis¬ 
fied  that  his  military  administrative  policies 
do  not  make  his  appointment  a  desirable  one. 

“In  fact,  I  think  it  is  very  important  that 
the  Congress  place  a  check  upon  this  admin¬ 
istration’s  growing  tendency  to  fill  impor¬ 
tant  civilian  posts  with  military  personnel. 
Government  by  the  military  is  neither  safe 
nor  good  for  America. 

“2.  It  is  particularly  unfortunate  that 
when  the  President  came  to  select  a  military 
man  for  the  chairmanship  of  the  Board  of 
Directors  of  the  TVA  he  should  select  one 
from  the  Corps  of  Army  Engineers. 

“I  am  a  stanch  supporter  of  the  Corps 
of  Army  Engineers  within  their  appropriate 
ield.  But  the  Corps  of  Army  Engineers  is  no 
sacred  cow  in  my  book.  The  history  of  TVA 
shhwrs  that  it  never  would  have  been  de¬ 
veloped  into  the  great  national  asset  that  it 
is  if  ‘its  development  had  been  16ft  to  the 
Corps  of  Army  Engineers. 

“The  fact  is  that  the  Tennessee  Valley  proj¬ 
ects  have  »een  built  on  the  basis  of  the  so- 
called  forc^account  method  of  construct¬ 
ing  public  wo«ks  in  contrast  to  the  Corps  of 
Army  Enginee^  contracting  system.  I  read 
to  the  Public  Works  Committee  in  executive 
session  this  morrnng  some  very  interesting 
excerpts  from  a  lecture  that  Gordon  Clapp, 
former  chairman  ofNhe  Board  of  Directors 
of  TVA,  gave  at  the  \lniversity  of  Chicago 
February  14,  1954.  In\hat  lecture  he  dis¬ 
cussed  the  advantages  ofpthe  force-account 
procedure  used  by  the  TVA’nver  to  contract¬ 
ing  system,  used  by  the  Corpk  1 of  Army  Engi¬ 
neers.  I  am  satisfied  that  the’Corps  of  Army 
Engineers  have  never  looked  wfth  enthusi¬ 
astic  favor  upon  the  great  success'qf  the  TVA. 

"I  think  it  is  a  great  mlstake'do  select 
an  Army  engineer  who  in  his  testimony 
before  our  committee  expressed  a  preference 
for  the  contracting  system  over  the  fpree- 
account  system  as  chairman  of  the  boards  of 
directors  of  TVA.  In  my  Judgment  is 


Public  Law  629  -  83d  Congress 
Chapter  833  -  2d  Session 
S.  3379 

AN  ACT 


_ All  68  Stat, 

To  amend  section  4  of  the  Flammable  Fabrics  Act,  with  respect  to  standards  of 
flammability  in  the  case  of  certain  textiles. 


770. 


Be  it  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  House  of  Representatives  of  the 
United  States  of  America  in  Conyress  assembled.  That  section  4  of  Flammability 
the  Flammable  Fabrics  Act  (15  U.  S.  C.,  sec.  1193)  is  hereby  amended  standards, 
by  inserting  at  the  end  thereof  the  following  subsection:  67  stat.  112, 

u  (c)  Notwithstanding  the  provisions  of  paragraph  3.1  Commercial 
Standard  191-53,  textiles  free  from  nap,  pile,  tufting,  flock,  or  other 
type  of  raised  fiber  surface  when  tested  as  described  in  said  standard 
shall  be  classified  as  class  1,  normal  flammability,  when  the  time  of 
flame  spread  is  three  and  one-half  seconds  or  more,  and  as  class  3, 
rapid  and  intense  burning,  when  the  time  of  flame  spread  is  less  than 
three  and  one-half  seconds.” 

Approved  August  23,  1954. 


GP  0  42  139 


3  5  4  0  E 


SM./T1S 
i*aw  library 
Room  i4os  south 
«AHKrHCTOND.€.  20250 


